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ABSTRACT 
HUMOR: ITS TARGETS AND FUNCTIONS IN RELATION TO 
GROUP DEVELOPMENT STAGES 
MAY 1992 
THOMAS F. LANDIS-SCHIFF, B.A. STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 
AT CORTLAND 
M.S. SOUTHERN CONNECTICUT STATE UNIVERSITY 
Ed.D. UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Donald K. Carew 
The purpose of this study was to examine the targets 
and functions of humor in relation to group development 
processes in order to ascertain if there were any changes 
and patterns in the way groups use humor as they evolve 
through developmental stages. 
Four small groups, consisting of five or six, were 
video taped. Tapes were observed and coded by trained 
observers. Coding categories were incident, target, and 
social function(s). In addition, observers assessed group 
development stage via the Group Development Stage Analysis 
instrument (Carew, Parisi-Carew, Stoner & Blanchard, 1988). 
Data were also obtained from examination of transcriptions 
of the video tapes, group participants' journals of the 
• • • 
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experience, exit interviews, and written exit responses. 
Combinations of quantitative and qualitative methods were 
used to analyze the data obtained. By using these 
approaches, observable phenomena were linked with 
participant experience and perception to ascertain 
connections of humor to group dynamics. 
All of the groups manifested similar patterns in the 
functional use of humor in relation to group development 
stages. Evidence of discernable "humor stages" (Just 
Joking, Evoking, Yoking, Poking) was identified and 
delineated. The stages reflect the unfolding of both overt 
and underlying relationship issues present within a group as 
it develops. 
The results of this study should offer a greater 
understanding of changes in the way groups use humor in 
relation to developmental processes. This is particularly 
important in helping people learn to use humor in more 
constructive ways, such as enhancing creativity and reaching 
consensus, and to prevent destructive uses of humor, such as 
perpetuating stereotypes and scapegoating. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Humor is a part of every culture, group, and society 
(Fine, 1983? Murphy, 1986). Spontaneously produced humor 
may be seen as an artifact reflective of a culture's current 
value system (Louis, 1985? Fine, 1977). This value system 
can in turn be seen as arising from the group's assumptions 
about reality (Schein, 1985). 
Until quite recently, humor as part of social systems 
has been viewed by most scholars as an ancillary topic for 
investigation and certainly not an area for "serious" 
inquiry (McGhee, 1989). However, in group and 
organizational studies there has been sporadic attention 
given to humor since at least the 1950's (Bradney, 1957? 
Coser, 1959? Roy, 1960? Blau, 1963? Lundberg, 1969? Ullian, 
1976? Rossel, 1981a, 1981b? Linstead, 1985? Kahn, 1989? 
Dwyer, 1991) . For the most part, humor has been seen as 
serving specific functions in a group or organization. 
Among other functions, humor has been seen as a vehicle for 
facilitating or hindering social interaction, defining and 
reinforcing social boundaries, promoting creative processes, 
releasing tension and anxiety, preserving hierarchical 
relationships in social systems, reinforcing social group 
membership, establishing and strengthening culturally 
specific world views, perpetuating stereotypes, and inducing 
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social control (Martineau, 1972; Koestler, 1964; Fine, 1983; 
Boland & Hoffman, 1983; McGhee, 1979; Keith-Speigal, 1972; 
Morreall, 1987; Radcliffe-Brown, 1940; Vinton, 1989; Duncan 
& Feisal, 1989; Dwyer, 1991). These functions primarily 
have been seen as universal and static (of course which 
functions are universal are dependent upon which theorist 
and which studies one examines). It is still unclear how 
these humor functions allegedly interact with one another as 
group and organizational life emerges, or if they interact 
at all. 
Current views on humor and culture in the research 
literature firmly embed humor as an expression of a group's 
cultural world view (La Fave, 1980). That is, what is 
deemed humorous is dependent upon the culture in which it 
occurs. When a group's humor changes, this is a reflection 
of changes in cultural assumptions which define group 
agreements about what is incongruous, ambiguous, and 
divergent. Cultural change has been seen as occurring due 
to an interplay of people with each other, cultural 
artifacts, and the environment in which all this takes place 
(Dastmalchian, 1986), though this process is still the 
subject of much conjecture. In fact, the manner in which 
culture originates initially is still only partially 
understood, that is, the manner in which something becomes a 
cultural assumption is still unclear (Schein, 1990). 
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While there has been some focus on humor as a 
manifestation of ongoing reality negotiation (Emerson, 
1969), there has been little systematic examination of the 
functions of humor in relation to group development 
processes (Duncan, 1982). Bales and Strodbeck (1951) report 
joking in a group as indicative of task completion, or as 
part of a conclusion or transition period in the group 
process for problem-solving groups. This, however, was more 
of an after thought than a primary component of their 
research and reflects a bias toward viewing humor as serving 
a singular, peripheral function in groups. More recently 
humor has been viewed as serving numerous functions which 
are fully integrated into the processes of a group. 
Numerous authors have espoused the positive uses of humor in 
education, management, counseling, business, physical 
health, and even theology (Goodman, 1983; Kushner, 1990; 
Cousins, 1979; Warnock, 1989; Cleese, 1989; Takashima, 1987; 
Vance, 1987; Ziv, 1988). 
Some key questions still remain. Are the forms and 
functions of humor related to the group life cycle, that is, 
are specific forms and functions of humor manifested at 
specific developmental stages? If the forms humor takes, 
that is, the specific things that evoke laughter, are 
generally accepted as being dependent upon a group's 
cultural world view, how does the meaning and function of 
humor become figural in a cultural system at any given time? 
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This is related to a larger question: How do assumptions and 
their subsequent manifestations come into being as part of 
cultural systems? 
This study was the first study, to this author's 
knowledge, to explore the production of humor as part of the 
developmental process in small groups. The question 
explored was: Are the targets and functions humor serves in 
a group related to the stage or level of development of that 
group? 
Statement of Purpose 
This dissertation was an exploratory study focusing on 
humor as a part of an emerging small group culture. 
Specifically the focus was on the target and functions of 
humor in a small group in relation to the developmental 
process of the group. Although humor may serve numerous 
functions, the focus in this study was on the three broad 
categories proposed by Fine (1983): cohesion, conflict, and 
control. In addition, an examination was made of the 
connection of functions of humor to creativity. 
The primary question explored in this study was: Do the 
developmental issues currently facing a group prescribe, 
define, and limit the targets and functions of humor the 
group is able to create and utilize. For example, if a 
group is dealing with counterdependence issues, are there 
particular targets and functions of humor that will 
4 
predominate the group experience when humor is utilized, 
i.e. put down humor used for establishing hierarchical 
position and control? 
In order to answer this question, four small groups 
were studied through video tape, observation and coding of 
specific "humor behavior", analysis of verbal interchanges, 
individual interviews, and examination of journals. The 
process of spontaneous creation of humor in a social context 
was explored, and the results provide a better comprehension 
of the social dynamics of humor formation in relation to 
small group development. 
The groups studied were comprised of undergraduate 
students involved in a university class called "Humor and 
Creativity" taught by this author. Three groups were 
composed of six members and one group was composed of five 
members. The process in which these student were expected 
to participate involved extensive group work to create a 
self-defined finished product that had to do with the 
process of creativity and/or humor. The only limits placed 
upon the product were that it had to be presented to the 
entire class in some form and that it had to be 
approximately thirty minutes in length. 
An essential component of this study was the 
examination of humor in relation to the group experience 
from the perspective of the participants. This enabled 
exploration of how collective perceptions of humor become 
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integrated into a dynamic whole (Follett, 1940), or how 
group sense of humor arises (what the researcher refers to 
as "consensus of humor", the plural of sense of humor). 
Significance of the Study 
The significance of this study is in its focus upon the 
origination and unfolding of humor as a part of group 
process. Although the results of this study are not 
intended to be generalizable to all groups, the exploratory 
nature of this research opens up some new ground in the 
areas of humor creation, group development, small group 
culture, and the construction of humor and culture. 
This study adds to knowledge about ways in which humor 
is connected to group developmental processes. In a broader 
sense this study adds to the knowledge about group 
development. By exploring changes in functional 
manifestations of the same topic or theme over time, this 
research has begun to examine the way in which a particular 
manifestation of group culture, humor, acquires a figural 
position and becomes embedded in a group's emerging reality. 
Although it may not be appropriate to assume that just 
because humor represents one manifestation of cultural 
assumptions other manifestations emerge via the same 
processes, there is strong evidence in support of a similar 
process (Louis, 1985; Schein, 1985). Therefore, this 
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research also adds to the knowledge about group culture 
formation and development. 
The utility of this study for practitioners is 
threefold. One, it adds to our understanding of the 
functions of humor in the developmental process of groups. 
Thus practitioners have another tool with which to diagnose 
groups and facilitate the processes leading enhanced 
creativity and productivity in a variety of groups. Recent 
studies have suggested using humor as a diagnostic tool for 
organizational assessment and change (Kahn, 1989; Dwyer, 
1991). However, these studies do not address developmental 
issues in group settings. This seems to be an important 
area for inquiry, as many organization development 
interventions involve some sort of group work (Schein, 1988; 
Golembiewski & Sun, 1990; Sashkin, Burke, Lawrence & 
Pasmore, 1985; D. Carew, personal communication, February 
11, 1991). This study places group humor into the sphere of 
group development and thus adds further perspective and 
another level for analysis. Two, with a further 
understanding of how humor emerges in connection to cultural 
assumptions, particular attention can be paid to creating 
and nurturing particular expressions of humor and possibly 
broader cultural expressions. This is especially important 
in helping people learn to use humor in more constructive 
ways, such as enhancing creativity and reaching consensus, 
and to prevent destructive uses of humor, such as 
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perpetuating stereotypes and scapegoating. Finally, by 
adding to our knowledge about humor as a part of human 
dynamics, practitioners will be able to help facilitate joy 
and laughter into individual, group, organizational, and 
societal experiences. 
Definition of terms 
Small Group - Five to six people in interaction with one 
another based upon interdependence. This interaction 
process is dynamic and distinguishes the group from an 
aggregate. 
Group Development - The changes a small group goes through 
in the process of becoming a cohesive social unit with a 
definite identity. 
Target of humor - The object of a humorous incident; where 
the humor is targeted. 
Function of humor - Social purpose an incident of humor 
serves for a group. 
Emerge - The process of developing or evolving as an 
apparent or perceivable aspect of a group experience. 
Embedded - To be firmly established into a culture. 
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Culture - A system of shared meanings composed of explicit 
and implicit patterns of and for behavior acquired and 
transmitted by symbols, manifest in act and artifact, 
constituting the conventional understanding of a group by 
its members; culture systems are simultaneously products and 
conditioning elements of further action. 
Humor - An act, statement, or idea that is perceived or 
expressed as comical or amusing. Generally this involves a 
sudden cognitive transformation that juxtaposes two or more 
incongruent concepts in such a manner that one or more 
individuals emit a behavioral response, generally in the 
form of a laugh, smile, grin, chuckle, or groan. 
Laughter - The act of responding pleasurably to a humorous 
stimuli with a series of generally inarticulate sounds along 
with facial and/or body movements. 
Assumptions Underlying this Research 
A researcher's choice of research method is dependent 
upon the nature of the phenomena being investigated and the 
researcher's assumptions about ontology, epistemology, and 
human nature (Patton, 1980; Morgan & Smircich, 1980; Burrell 
& Morgan, 1979). Ontology is the study of the essence of a 
thing. In other words, ontology is the study of the 
question of how to explain and understand the nature of 
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reality. Ontological assumptions reflect how one views the 
nature of reality. An example of an ontological question is 
the question "if a tree falls in the forest and no one is 
there, does it make any sound?". One response to that 
question is that there is a sound because every time a tree 
falls when we are there, a sound is made, so this will 
always be the case. In other words, there is an objective, 
constant reality. Another response is that a sound only 
exists because we define it as a sound. Closely related to 
ontological questions are epistemological questions. 
Epistemology is the investigation of the origins, nature, 
presuppositions, extent, and validity of knowledge. 
Ontological and epistemological assumptions direct the 
researcher toward particular forms of knowledge, perception, 
and understanding. In the tree question, how does one know 
whether a sound is made, or even what a sound is. Finally, 
human nature assumptions predispose the researcher to a 
specific view of the relationship between people and the 
society in which they live, that is, whether people create 
their environment or their environment mandates their 
behavior (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). 
Social science research approaches have been depicted 
as comprising a continuum based upon these assumptions 
(Burrell & Morgan, 1979? Morgan & Smircich, 1980; Bogdan & 
Taylor, 1985). At one end of the continuum is the 
positivist approach. Positivism is the dominant paradigm 
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utilized in organizational and sociological research 
(Burrell & Morgan, 1979). Positivist assumptions imply 
there is an objective social reality, that social systems 
are quantifiable and measurable, and that researchers can 
quantify and measure reality from an outsider's perspective. 
In anthropological study this is called an etic perspective, 
or a classification of characteristics of a group according 
to some external system of analysis (Richards, 1972). The 
positivist perspective operates under the belief that it is 
possible to discern knowledge that is generalizable to any 
setting. Assumptions about human nature are that people are 
products of their environment, their behavior molded and 
determined by phenomena outside of the individual. The 
methods derived from positivist views are loosely referred 
to as quantitative research methods. 
At the other end of the continuum is the 
phenomenological approach. Phenomenological assumptions 
imply there is no objective social reality. Reality is 
based on individual perception and individual evaluation of 
that perception. In other words, each person defines what 
reality means to them. Agreement about social reality 
occurs only when need to make sense of the world arises 
because of interaction, and even this agreement is momentary 
and transient. Researchers thus can only attempt to 
understand emerging processes of creating social reality for 
individuals and/or groups. In anthropological study this is 
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called an emic perspective, or classification of 
characteristics of a group according to the way in which 
members of that group classify them (Richards, 1972). The 
phenomenological perspective operates under the belief that 
systems are not quantifiable or measurable and findings are 
not generalizable to any other system, or even to the same 
system at a different time. The epistemological assumption 
is that knowledge can only be understood from personal 
experience and insight, and is transitory. Assumptions 
about human nature are that people have free will and are 
completely autonomous. The methods derived from 
phenomenological views are loosely referred to as 
qualitative research methods. Most social science 
researchers fit somewhere in between the two extremes of 
positivism and phenomenology on the continuum of research 
approaches. 
This study was undertaken executed with the assumption 
that the research process involves an interplay between the 
subject under investigation and the researcher. The 
researcher brings who she/he is to the research. Although 
it has been put forth that the researcher investigating 
culture needs to attempt to enter a situation as an open 
learner with no apriori assumptions (Smircich, 1983b; Bogdan 
& Taylor, 1985) it is the opinion of this researcher that 
this is impossible. One cannot be wholly detached from the 
subject under study or from the analysis process. Thus, the 
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researcher must recognize their impact upon the research 
process. In addition, as much as a researcher can attempt 
to suspend judgment of the group or organization under 
investigation, this too is essentially impossible to fully 
achieve. The Weberian view that we are embedded in cultural 
and epochal manifestations of human existence underlies this 
study and the analysis process (Weber, 1947). It is 
possible the view that qualitative researchers should 
suspend their judgment is a notion embedded in a current 
understanding of the social science paradigm and that new 
understandings of research procedures will replace the 
current view (Kuhn, 1962). Of course the same can be said 
about quantitative approaches to social science. 
This study was conducted with the belief that there is 
value to researching group culture from both the etic and 
emic perspectives. This comes from the assumption there are 
some culturally specific elements of humor. Thus the 
researcher as part of the larger culture in which the small 
groups are embedded can observe, record, and analysis some 
component of group experience and group humor from the 
outside, yet some components of the group experience and 
group humor can only best be understood from within the 
group (Evered & Louis, 1981). 
One thing that can be viewed from an etic perspective, 
that is, a specific manifestation of humor in the 
quantifiable reaction, is laughter (Pollio & Bainum, 1983; 
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Scogin & Pollio, 1980). In other words, laughter was viewed 
an indicator of some humor being recognized within these 
specific social contexts. This approach was fraught with 
difficulties that may need to be resolved in future research 
endeavors. One, there were other indicators of humor, i.e. 
grins, smiles, groans, etc., so by focusing solely on 
laughter, other incidents of humor were passed over. Two, 
there were varying degrees of laughter intensity, but this 
approach initially allowed for no differentiation or 
accommodation for these differences. Three, cultural and/or 
contextual norms prescribe appropriate reactions to humor. 
Specific value assigned to incidents of humor is impossible 
to accurately ascertain from an etic perspective. Laughing 
may have different meanings in different cultures. 
However, even with all the difficulties, within the 
framework of this study, laughter was the most accessible 
and observable indicator. A primary reason for this is that 
in this study, the participants are involved in a class at a 
state university in Massachusetts. So, although there were 
differences in what people found funny and the manner in 
which that was expressed, the study was embedded in 
Northeastern United States culture which generally accepts 
laughter as an indicator of humor. In addition, the 
researcher was part of that larger culture as well as the 
university culture, and used additional data collection 
methods. 
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One final axiological assumption brought to this study 
concerns performing a study with an undergraduate class. 
Since the students involved in this study were students in a 
class, the researcher felt the methods used must facilitate 
student learning processes, or at very least not inhibit 
those processes. The researcher believes this was done 
without compromising the integrity of the research. 
Therefore, the methods chosen for this study not only 
generated and gathered data that was valid, useful, and 
unique, they were unobtrusive to learning, and in fact 
assisted and promoted learning about humor, creativity, and 
group and individual processes. 
The researcher accepts two other assumptions that 
influenced the results of this study. The first assumption 
was that humor serves social functions in groups, thus 
reflecting a functionalist perspective and placing the 
research into that theoretical paradigm (Burrell & Morgan, 
1979; Fine, 1983). The second assumption was that groups go 
through developmental sequences or stages. There is some 
debate as to the generalizability of group development 
theories, and thus the choice of utilizing any particular 
theory, in this case Lacoursiere's, could have had a 
profound impact upon the results of this study (McCollum, 
1990, Gersick, 1988). Attempts to minimize confounding 
effects were taken by analyzing data on humor separately 
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from data on group development and then examining both 
together to see if were are any relationships. 
Limitations of this Study 
The sample of participants in this study was limited to 
four groups of undergraduate students in a large New England 
State University totalling a maximum of twenty three people. 
Data collection and analysis based on this population can 
only tentatively be generalized to other groups and 
populations. Group size, geographic location, and group 
purpose all may have impacted on the findings of this study. 
In addition, it is difficult to ascertain the impact of 
individual identity traits such as gender, ethnicity, 
religion, race, sexual orientation, physical, perceptual, 
learning, emotional, and/or developmental ability, age, 
socio-economic class, educational level, and other personal 
identity factors upon the humor producing process without 
specifically highlighting those issues. That was beyond the 
scope of this study, but the author would like to recognize 
the importance of those factors for future research efforts. 
The literature reviewed was exclusively material 
written in English. Since humor is culturally produced and 
reflects larger cultural world views, it stands to reason 
that language and knowledge about humor may be culturally 
specific (Apte, 1985). This study was thus biased by 
limiting the knowledge available for inclusion. 
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The participants in this study were students in a class 
taught by the researcher. Many researchers would argue the 
subjects' participation could have been influenced, to at 
least some degree, by their desire for a good grade (C. 
Seldin, personal communication, 9/23/1991). The researcher 
attempted to minimize the effects of this dynamic by having 
the course be graded on a pass/fail basis. In addition, 
since group and interpersonal interactions are culturally 
learned and manifested, it seems improbable participants 
would suddenly interact in a manner non-reflective of their 
normal processes (Schein, 1988). Content certainly may have 
affected, but content was only of secondary interest. The 
primary concern for this study was humor as a part of the 
group dynamic. 
The researcher concedes that due to the choice of 
participants and the study size, the results of this study 
have a limited generalizability to other populations. 
However, these results can serve as a starting point for 
further research in this area and with other groups. 
Outline of the Remainder of the Study 
The remainder of this study will be broken into four 
additional chapters. In chapter two significant literature 
in the area of humor in groups and organizations will be 
reviewed. The focus in chapter three is on methodology used 
in this study. Included in chapter three are details about 
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the sample used, the structure of the study, and the methods 
utilized for inquiry and analysis. The results of this 
study are presented in chapter four. In chapter five 
conclusions and implications of this study are discussed, 
along with recommendations for future research and practice. 
The handbook of nonsexist writing by Miller and Swift 
(1988) has served as a writing guide in organizing this 
paper. The basic premise of their work is that much of 
modern English is embedded in an unconscious cultural bias 
that in effect prejudices semantic understanding of the 
message being communicated. The objective is not to argue 
about the level of consciousness on which this bias occurs. 
The objective is to make an effort to remove sexist language 
from this paper. One of the more noticeable features of 
using their guidelines is the frequent use of plural 
pronouns referring to singular subjects in the third person. 
Although this may appear somewhat awkward when first 
encountered, readers should be aware that this stems from a 
deliberate attempt to remove the male bias of the English 
language from this paper. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This chapter reviews the relevant literature on humor 
as a part of the process of small group culture formation in 
order to lay a theoretical foundation for the present study. 
The first section focuses on the formation and development 
of culture as it pertains to groups. The second section 
provides an overview of social and psychological functions 
of humor. The last section examines humor as a specific 
component of culture. 
The Development of Small Group Culture 
It has been postulated by numerous researchers and 
theorists that groups go through various stages, or phases, 
as they evolve (Tuckman, 1965; Schutz, 1967, 1973; Bennis & 
Shepard, 1956; Gibb, 1964; Lacoursiere, 1980). A group must 
contend with and reach some level of resolution of specific 
issues as these issues become figural. Bion (1961), 
postulates group process to be a regressive, spiraling, 
ever-deepening focus on a few prominent issues unique to a 
given group. In general, group issues are conceptualized as 
consisting of both task related and socioemotional behaviors 
(Lacoursiere, 1980). In other words, individuals bring 
specific issues to the group experience which emerge as the 
group evolves. 
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"All groups begin with some kind of 'originating 
event"* (Schein, 1985, p. 186), whether accidental or 
deliberate. Early stages of group life see the group 
working on issues related to acceptance, trust, inclusion, 
anxiety, establishing boundaries, dependence, task 
definition, and group purpose. As these issues become more 
or less resolved, concerns around power, control, decision, 
counterdependence, frustration, responsibility, and 
competence become figural. As this "storming" (Tuckman, 
1965) or "dissatisfaction" (Lacoursiere, 1980) stage moves 
toward resolution, groups begin to view themselves as 
cohesive units with a distinctive identity. Issues now are 
negotiation of tasks and roles, establishing affectional 
relationships, formal or informal codification of group 
norms, clarification of goals, and increased mastery of 
skills needed for group tasks. In the next stage a group is 
functioning in a productive manner. Major issues are 
interdependence, task completion, and intimacy. Once the 
purpose of the group has been achieved, the group can either 
establish a new purpose or disband. If the group is 
disbanding, it deals with reflection upon the group's 
achievements, mourning the loss or ending of the group 
experience, separation, and examination of feelings between 
individual group members (Schutz, 1967, 1973; Gibb, 1964; 
Lacoursiere, 1980, Tuckman, 1965; Tuckman & Jensen, 1977; 
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Bennis & Shepard, 1956; Caple, 1978; Bonney, 1974; Bales and 
associates 1950, 1951, 1953, 1970, 1979). 
It is important to note that developmental stages are 
not completely distinct from one another. There are aspects 
of each stage present at all times. A group is thought to 
be primarily in a particular stage or phase because the main 
issues its members are addressing correspond to a specific 
stage or phase. However, the group is in actuality 
addressing issues from each stage or phase concurrently. It 
is simply that some issues are more figural for the group at 
a given time (Lacoursiere, 1980). 
Throughout group life shared meanings and 
understandings of the group purpose, problems, and solutions 
emerge and are reflective of the groups developmental stage 
(Schein, 1985). A system of shared meanings and 
understandings is often referred to as system's culture 
(Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Richards, 1972). A culture is a 
pattern of thought and action which translates assumptions 
about group purpose into customary behavior, establishes 
order, and defines group boundaries (Benedict, 1934). These 
assumptions can be seen as arising from a group's process of 
learning to manage problematic situations associated with 
survival and or growth, which creates shared meaning of 
experience for the group (Schein, 1985). In a sense, all 
culture is a product of organizing processes, as shared 
meanings result when people interact in any way, if for 
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nothing more than on a momentary basis (Geertz, 1973; 
Garfinkel, 1967). 
One way of viewing culture is that it arises out of a 
group of people's basic assumptions, or underlying beliefs, 
about the nature of reality, human nature, human activity, 
human relationships, and the relationship of humans to the 
environment (Schein, 1980). These assumptions are manifest 
in the form of behaviors, technology, social consensus, 
physical objects, interaction patterns, etc., and are 
reproduced and reinforced through the ongoing process of 
organization (Schein, 1980; Weick, 1969). Schein (1985) 
states: 
The process of culture formation is, in a sense, 
identical with the process of group formation in 
that the very essence of 'groupness' or group 
identity - the shared patterns of thought, 
beliefs, feelings, and values that result from 
shared experience and common learning -is what we 
ultimately end up calling the 'culture' of that 
group... group growth and culture formation can be 
seen as two sides of the same coin" (p. 50). 
Schein goes on to say group formation is the same process as 
the process of organization. Therefore, culture can be seen 
as an emerging process of creating and sustaining shared 
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meanings in order to support group members' perceptions of 
stability or equilibrium (Lundberg, 1985; Van Maanen & 
Barley, 1985). It is concurrently a way of understanding 
the world and prescribing behavior. 
Another way to view culture is that it is a way of 
expressing normative orientations towards the current state 
of organization (Smircich, 1983a). Culture is a 
manifestation of how people perceive, negotiate, and 
decipher their world through interaction in a specific 
context. Culture is a way in which people order their world 
to represent and give meaning to their world view (Smircich, 
1983a). Essentially, culture is a subjective process of 
selecting and interpreting artifacts, ideas, behaviors, and 
assumptions, and placing them into a figural position within 
the current state of group organization. Smircich (1983b) 
states 
Meaningful action and shared social realities 
depend, to a great extent, on the nature and 
development of a figure/ground relationship in 
which elements in a potentially vast perceptual 
field are differentiated from their wider context 
and interpreted through a frame of reference that 
provides the basis for a coherent organization of 
perception and experience. The emergence of 
social organization depends on the emergence of 
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shared interpretive schemes, expressed in language 
and other symbolic constructions that develop 
through social interaction (p. 160). 
Summarizing the views of Schein (1980, 1985) and 
Smircich (1983a, 1983b), it can be seen that cultural 
functions are dependent upon a specific context. Culture is 
shared meanings and their manifestations arising from social 
interaction around adaption to perceived environmental 
imperatives. Culture is the outcome of group learning 
(Schein, 1985). 
Adaption is seen as necessary for survival (Parsons, 
1951). Organizing processes are directly affected by 
environmental characteristics, or at least the perception of 
environmental characteristics (Dastmalchian, 1986). As 
people develop new ways to transform or adapt to the 
environment, various environmental variables take on new 
significance and meaning while also affecting other shared 
meanings (Harris, 1977). Culture simultaneously transforms 
and adapts to the environment, thus affecting group members 
perceptions of the environment, which in turn affects group 
structure and processes. 
Once something obtains a figural position in the system 
of shared meanings, its position will be maintained until 
the collective perception of its value changes (Argyris & 
Schon, 1978). This is not a linear or rational process. 
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There are various objects that may be simultaneously or 
alternately defined as figural and necessary for survival. 
Once something's value to survival is agreed upon, this 
concept becomes established as a social reality and often 
remains in such a position even beyond its utilitarian 
function (Illich, 1973). Meanings, and the knowledge 
elicited from those meanings, become institutionalized in 
the form of technology. Technology, or the way a group's 
work gets done, is part of the world view represented in 
culture and thus acts in concert with accepted forms of 
social interaction to reproduce and co-produce culture 
(Trist, 1981). 
Culture, and its associated technology, serves a group 
by supporting its survival and adaption to the external 
environment while coordinating the internal processes aimed 
at the adaption process (Parsons, 1951). It concurrently 
allows people to accomplish tasks associated with survival, 
produce social order, reproduce and socialize new members, 
establish meaning, and generate activities and interactions 
in an ever changing process within a particular context 
(Homans, 1950; Bennett & Tumin, 1964). 
According to Schein (1980, 1985) there are five issues 
involved in the process of adapting to the environment: 
developing consensus on the core mission of the group; 
developing consensus on operational goals derived from the 
mission; developing consensus on the means by which these 
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goals will be met and how those means will be used; 
developing consensus on how results are measured in regard 
to goals, and; developing consensus on what to do if changes 
are needed and how to accomplish them. In other words, 
consensus about the mission of the group dictates what, 
when, how, and why things are done. In essence, culture and 
strategy may be seen as the same thing, as each outlines 
acceptable forms of behavior (Weick, 1985). 
In summary, culture is a system of shared meanings 
unique to a group of people who have come together for some 
purpose(s) stemming from adaption to a shared perception of 
the environment. This perception continually changes, 
sometimes gradually and sometimes paradigmatically, through 
the interaction of people with each other and with objects 
in the environment. The view that culture results from the 
organizing process is shared by numerous authors (Schein, 
1985; Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Morgan, 1986; Smircich, 1983a, 
1983b). Culture is a group's collective beliefs about the 
world and is manifested through behaviors, artifacts, 
technology, interaction patterns, etc. One of the 
manifestations of culture is humor (Louis, 1985). 
Humor 
There are numerous theories that attempt to explain 
functions of humor (McGhee, 1979; Keith-Speigal, 1972; 
Morreall, 1987). There is, however, no definitive, all 
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encompassing theory accepted by a majority of people 
investigating the functions of humor. This section will 
survey the major psychological and sociological theories of 
the functions of humor. In psychological theories, the 
primary focus is on the individual processes involved in 
creating and comprehending humor. In sociological theories 
the primary focus is on social processes involved in 
creating and comprehending humor. This exploration will be 
followed by a summary to synthesize psychological and 
sociological views into an integrated view of the functions 
of humor. 
Psychological Functions 
Keith-Speigal (1972) delineates a classification 
system for grouping psychological theories of humor. The 
groups of theories that will be examined in this paper are 
superiority, incongruity, and release/relief theories of 
humor. 
Superiority theories are based on the principle that 
the humor experience derives from comparing ourselves, or 
our situations, favorably to others and achieving some sort 
of triumph. Humor is the result of a mocking or ridiculing 
comparison. 
This view stems from ancient, medieval, and Renaissance 
beliefs about anatomy and physiology. The term "humor" 
comes from the Latin word "humor" meaning fluid or moisture 
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(McGhee, 1979). The belief was that there were four bodily 
humors that regulated an individual's mood or temperament. 
A disproportionate amount of any of these humors was 
believed to affect one's temperament in specific ways. 
Aristotle (see Else, 1967) believed an imbalance of these 
humors caused ludicrous behavior, which could be controlled 
and corrected by laughter of others and the afflicted 
individual. 
Hobbes (1651) extends this view by stating that 
laughter is the result of the "sudden glory" achieved by 
perceiving ourselves, in some manner, as superior to others. 
The origin of this phenomenon is the sound made (Ha!) after 
victory over an opponent. Rapp (1951) adds that reactions 
of spectators observing a humorous interaction are congruent 
with the degree of identification they have with the 
participants. Strong identification with the initiator 
leads to high levels of laughter, while strong 
identification with the recipient (target of the humor) 
leads to low, if any, levels of laughter. Responses in the 
latter case are more likely to take the form of anger, 
shock, pity, and/or sadness. A spectator may identify with 
both sides to varying degrees, so it is the participants 
with whom they identify strongest that determines the degree 
of laughter. Bain (1888) contributes to this overall view 
by including non-human objects, i.e. ideas and institutions, 
as things with which someone could identify. 
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An example of superiority humor is a cement 
purportedly said a few years ago by a congressman to a 
friend "The Iran-Contra fiasco is costing the President a 
lot of sleepless afternoons" (Helitzer, 1987, p. 18). 
Although Mr. Reagan was not actually present, he was the 
target of this statement. According to superiority theory 
people who identify with Mr. Reagan, the target, are not 
likely to find such a statement humorous. Those who 
identify more strongly with the initiator or the idea 
initiated, in this case the Congressman or his joke, than 
with Mr. Reagan, are more likely to find this humorous 
because they can in some way feel superior to him those who 
support him. 
Incongruity theories view humor as originating from the 
cognitive process of bringing together two or more 
incompatible ideas, events, or situations that are not 
customarily placed together and thus result in laughter. 
The idea that humor results from incongruity gained much 
support in the latter part of the eighteenth century and 
early part of the nineteenth century. Schopenhauer (1819) 
saw the cause of laughter to be "the sudden apprehension of 
an incongruity...between the abstract and the concrete 
object of perception" (p. 271). A conflict between thought 
and perception occurs, with perception prevailing over 
thought, thus producing pleasure in the form of laughter 
(Schopenhauer, 1819). 
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The incongruity theory of humor has been linked with 
the creative process. In a seminal work on creativity, 
which includes a section on humor, Koestler (1964) states: 
The pattern underlying all varieties of humor is 
'bi sociative' - perceiving a situation or event 
in two habitually incompatible associative 
contexts. This causes an abrupt transfer of the 
train of thought from one matrix to another 
governed by a different logic or 'rule of the 
game' (p. 95). 
Koestler proposes that this process of bi-sociation is the 
basis of all creative activity, which includes "scientific 
discovery, artistic originality, and comic inspiration" (p. 
19) . 
Suls (1972) and Rothbart (1976) extend incongruity 
theory by conceptualizing humor as being a cognitive process 
dependent on two phases: recognition of an incongruity and 
the subsequent resolution into to some internal logical 
understanding, or as Ziv (1984) calls it, a "local logic". 
The theories emphasizing the resolution aspect of 
incongruity are related to theories that stress an overall 
reconfiguration of one's perception of reality on at least a 
momentary basis (Keith-Speigal, 1972). This perspective 
focuses on the ordering of environment and experience into a 
new configuration of thought pattern, creating local logic. 
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The ridiculous is logical within a particular framework 
(McGhee, 1979). Bateson (1953) refers to this as a figure- 
ground shift, in which there is a sudden reversal in one's 
sphere of cognizance, switching that which is figural and 
that which is background. A new comprehension of an aspect 
of experience and environment is produced, causing laughter. 
This shift in perception creates a sudden restructuring and 
reorganizing of one's cognitive understanding. Fry (1963) 
states this "reversal also has the unique effect of forcing 
upon the humor participants an internal redefining of 
reality" (p. 153) . Theoretically these figure-ground 
reversals can occur at anytime, though in actuality, they 
occur infrequently. As Bateson (1953) explains "life seems 
to be a sequence of jokes, the humor of which we often fail 
to recognize" (p. 14). 
Two examples of incongruity humor to help clarify the 
difference between incongruity-resolution views and 
reconfiguration views come from comedian Steven Wright 
(Helitzer, 1987): 
"I woke up one morning and my girlfriend asked me 
if I slept good? I said, 'No I made a few 
mistakes'" (p. 64). 
"I spilled some spot remover on my dog - and now 
he's gone" (p. 58). 
In the first example, the listener is compelled to deal 
with the incongruous idea that someone could make mistakes 
while sleeping. The resolution of this is achieved through 
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the realization of the double meaning of the phrase 
"sleeping good". In the second example a sudden shift 
causes one meaning of "spot remover", a metaphoric meaning, 
to jump into a figural position while what had been the 
literal meaning of "spot remover" moves into the background. 
Release/relief theories focus on humor as functioning 
to afford relief from strain or constraint, or release 
excess tension or energy. Spencer (1860) maintained that 
surplus nervous energy seeks an outlet in the least 
resistant manner, and that often takes the form of laughter. 
This nervous energy is the result of an emotional reaction 
to some external event. 
The theory of Freud is probably the major influence in 
the release/relief interpretation of humor. Freud (1905) 
argued that the main source of humor is the pleasure derived 
from the release of psychic energy that has been stored up 
due the censoring of the id. Unconscious sexual and 
aggressive impulses or wishes seek and find expression in 
the form of humor. Humor is a way to get around one's 
sexual and/or aggressive inhibitions so that they can be 
released in an acceptable, relatively safe manner. 
Berlyne (1960) argues that a build up of energy that 
demands release is in conflict with our knowledge of the 
workings of the central nervous system. He does however, 
state that laughter can serve a cathartic purpose, 
alleviating high levels of energy, stress, anxiety, etc. 
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Berlyne (1972) also postulates that there is a link between 
arousal changes and incidence of laughter. He contends that 
arousal fluctuation is related to pleasure in two scenarios: 
1) the sudden reduction of high arousal, and; 2) moderate 
increases in arousal followed by a sudden drop. According 
to Berlyne, this drop in arousal is what differentiates 
humor from other psychological events experienced as 
pleasurable. 
An example of release/relief humor is as follows: 
"Clerk to judge: The bar was wondering if you'd 
like to contribute ten dollars to a lawyer's 
funeral? 
Judge: Here's a hundred. Bury ten of them" 
(Helitzer, 1987, pp. 60-61). 
There is a release of aggressive impulses toward 
lawyers in this example. In addition, there may be a change 
in arousal when one hears about a funeral, and the punchline 
drops the level of arousal through the humorous release. 
In summary, these theoretical categories for 
delineating types of humor serve nothing more than a 
functional method for indexing aspects of humor. In other 
words, all forms of humor probably have pieces of 
superiority, incongruity, and release within them. Take for 
example the last joke, the interchange between the clerk and 
the judge, in which release/relief theory was illustrated. 
One can see superiority operating on several levels. The 
response of the judge seems to place him/her in a superior 
33 
position to lawyers, as well as possibly intellectually 
superior to the clerk. To reverse that position, one might 
comprehend the joke by connecting the clerk with having a 
superior understanding of the situation to the judge, making 
the judge appear intellectually inferior to the clerk. On 
another level, the person listening to (or reading) the joke 
may be the one feeling superior because they can comprehend 
the situation more clearly than either the clerk or the 
judge. Still another level exists in that the initiator, or 
teller, of the joke may feel superior for having momentarily 
fooled the listener. Incongruity is also present in the 
different understandings of the statements that may exist 
between clerk, judge, and listener. 
Two final observations about the psychological 
functions of humor before moving on: 
*The element common to all these theories is the 
suddenness of the psychological experience: sudden 
cognitive shifts, perceptions of superiority, changes 
in arousal. Many theorists view this suddenness as 
necessary, though not sufficient, for the occurrence of 
a humor experience (Keith-Speigal, 1972). There is a 
sudden restructuring of hierarchical relations 
(superiority), cognitive understanding (incongruity), 
or psychological arousal or inhibition. 
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♦McGhee (1979), working from a cognitive-developmental 
perspective, notes that people find something humorous 
only if it can be viewed by them as separate and 
somewhat distant from self. The process of defining 
self is an ongoing, ever changing process of achieving 
greater subject-object differentiation. What is 
object, or that which is separate from self, increases 
in scope (Kegan, 1982). Thus as development unfolds, 
the form humor can take changes and therefore the 
things people deem humorous are in a constant state of 
flux. People don't actually laugh at themselves; they 
laugh at things viewed as outside of self. We laugh at 
object, not subject. We don't really laugh at 
ourselves; we laugh at our traits (Landis-Schiff, 
1990). This process facilitate's distancing one's self 
from a situation, particularly one that is threatening 
or stressful. Detachment is often very important to 
psychological survival (Mindness, 1976). 
A few conclusions can be made about the psychological 
functions of humor: 
♦humor functions psychologically to help define 
individual boundaries via facilitating the process of 
differentiation; 
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♦humor allows an individual to create connections 
between divergent concepts, situations, perceptions, 
etc. ; 
♦humor allows individuals to release of anxiety, 
tension, and frustration associated with individual 
perceptions of situations, ideas, events, and 
inhibitions; 
♦humor is the result of a sudden change in the 
psychological experience leading to a new structuring 
of individual perception. 
Categorizing functions of humor is helpful in looking 
at the complexity of humor phenomena. There are multiple 
understandings and psychological dynamics occurring on many 
planes all at once. So far I have looked at how humor 
functions on an individual level. I will now turn to 
examining how humor functions in social groups. 
Social Functions 
Martineau's (1972) model of the social functions of 
humor posits humor as part of every social system. 
Consequently, it can be examined as one of many social 
processes in a social system. His underlying premise is 
that "humor is a social mechanism with definitive social 
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functions" (p. 114). These social functions are to act as 
either a social lubricant, facilitating smooth interaction, 
or a social abrasive, creating "interpersonal friction and a 
juncture in the communication process which may modify the 
character of the interaction" (p. 103). 
According to La Fave (1972) affiliation with a group or 
individual is the primary factor in an individual's 
perception and appreciation of humor in a situation, event, 
or statement, depending on whether the group is the target 
of the humor or the initiator. He believes that something 
is humorous to the "extent that it enhances the [positive 
reference group] and/or disparages the [negative reference 
group]" (p. 198). Taking this view, one could say there is 
no such thing as a universal joke, or something that all 
people find funny. Humor is culturally, socially, or group, 
situated (Fine, 1983). As La Fave, Haddad, and Maesen 
(1976) observe: "Nothing is funny to everyone and anything 
seems potentially funny to someone" (p. 85). 
Zillman and Cantor (1976) extend La Fave's view, as 
well as build on superiority theory, by discussing a 
continuum of possible reactions varying inversely in 
accordance with one's affective disposition towards the 
target and directly with one's affective disposition toward 
the initiator. In other words, if you hold the initiator in 
high esteem or support their actions, and you hold the 
target in low esteem or oppose their actions, you are likely 
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to think the situation, comment, etc. is funny; if those 
positions are reversed, you are likely to think it is not 
funny. 
One of the more common manifestations of referent group 
humor is humor direct at another group in order to reinforce 
stereotypes about that other group and to bolster the view 
of the non-targeted group, or self (Roller, 1987). This 
dynamic occurs in racist, sexist, homophobic, ableist, anti- 
semitic, ageist, and classist humor. Humor of this sort is 
based on stereotypes, or qualities allegedly inherent in a 
social group, and on power relationships. "Joking defines 
and redefines the differentiated social grouping, reinforces 
the ranking of group members both within and between groups, 
and clarifies the status of one group to another" (Lundberg, 
1969, p. 28). This then works to perpetuate division 
between groups by creating an 'us versus them' mentality (La 
Fave, 1972). A group's humor then serves to reproduce and 
reinforce a condemning and antagonistic view of other 
groups. The effect is reinforcement of the status quo and 
support of current stereotypes about those other groups and 
contributing to the dehumanization and objectification of 
the out group (Dundes, 1975). There is also evidence that 
in-group humor of the oppressed group helps that group 
develop and maintain cohesion, solidarity, and morale, while 
serving an important role in coping with the oppression 
(Middleton & Moland, 1959; Obrdlik, 1942; Stephenson, 1950). 
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Martineau (1972) and Fine (1983) have delineated three 
specific social functions humor serves in groups: cohesion, 
conflict, and control. Cohesion has to do with the 
processes involved in unifying a group and establishing a 
consensus about world view. Conflict refers to the 
introduction of difference into a social group and how it is 
dealt with by the group. Control involves the creation and 
elicitation of conformity within the social group. The 
ensuing discussion will look at how humor serves these 
functions. I will also explore how humor functions socially 
to facilitate comprehension and appreciation of shared 
meanings and to define and reinforce social relationships. 
Humor functions to create and reinforce group cohesion 
in a variety of ways. Humor represents a way of expressing 
an opinion, point of view, or perception. Laughter can be 
viewed as indicative of agreement and connotes shared 
understandings of phenomena. The louder and longer the 
laughter, the greater the consensus. "Heartily laughing 
together at the same thing forms an immediate bond much as 
enthusiasm for the same ideal does" (Lorenz, 1971, p. 284). 
Khoury (1985) argues that the public expression of laughter 
strengthens social unity. In this way, norms are created 
and expressed, and a cohesive group identity is maintained. 
Conflict functions of humor can facilitate development 
of cohesion in two ways. One, conflict between groups can 
be seen as an actual or implied attack on another group. 
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The effect of this form of humor is to create an "in-group" 
and an "out-group" which often reinforces and contributes to 
inter-group discord (La Fave, 1972; Sherif, 1967). Two, 
intragroup humor can function to create conflict necessary 
for further development of the group. People often use 
humor to bring up taboo subjects in an effort to minimize 
the threatening nature of direct confrontation. Using humor 
to bring up taboo subjects acts as a vehicle for initiating 
more serious communication. In addition, bringing up taboo 
subjects through humor can serve to diffuse or neutralize 
conflict in a positive manner by making it an open topic 
(Emerson, 1969). However, humor may also be used to diffuse 
situations in which working through conflict may prove to be 
healthier for the functioning of the group or individuals 
involved (Smith & Berg, 1987). 
In her article "Negotiating the serious import of 
humor" Emerson (1969) discusses the process of how potential 
conflict interactions become defined as either humorous or 
serious. Humor is initiated to broach topics so that if the 
targeted individual becomes upset, the initiator can save 
face while having already made the point by saying something 
like "just kidding". Emerson delineates a process that 
involves constant negotiation about what is humorous and 
what is serious as well as roles each participant can play. 
In this manner humor is a means for exploring appropriate 
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behavior, probing of social boundaries, and initiating 
social interaction. 
Control functions of humor serve to create and maintain 
cohesion. Humor has been viewed as a social corrective for 
intragroup control. Vinton (1989) discusses the use of 
humor in work groups as a means to gently prod others into 
task accomplishment when productivity is waning. Humor as a 
social control mechanism is used as a means to announce 
expectations in an attempt to make others accept group norms 
and reject deviance. In using humor in this situation, one 
is attempting to clarify social boundaries, which define 
acceptable, characteristic, and competent behavior, without 
having to overtly confront anyone. Unfortunately, group 
control may also be manifested in ways that are 
counterproductive to the group, such as limiting expression 
and consideration of creative alternatives (Janus & Mann, 
1977) or scapegoating (Gemmill, 1989). 
Comprehension and appreciation of humor is an 
indication that an individual has an understanding of the 
social boundaries of a group (Fine, 1977). Apte (1985) 
suggests that social group humor tends to be a patterned 
"set of culturally organized activity or behavior... that is 
the result of cultural perceptions, both individual and 
collective, of incongruity, exaggeration, distortion, and 
any unusual combinations of cultural elements in external 
events" (p. 16). To participate in a group's humor, one 
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must display an understanding of the group's system of 
shared meaning. As shared meanings shift and evolve, humor 
preferences and appreciations change as well (Decker, 1987). 
In addition to grasping the tenets of the social group, 
participation in various humor-related activities, or joking 
relationships, is one manifestation of increased immersion 
into a social system. Radcliffe-Brown (1940) defines joking 
relationships as "a relation between two persons in which 
one is by custom permitted, and in some instances required, 
to tease or make fun of the other, who in turn is required 
to take no offense" (p. 195). Joking relationships have 
been found both to facilitate one's inclusion or exclusion 
and to define one's status into a social system (Duncan, 
1982; Vinton, 1989). Therefore, when an individual 
expresses humor that is laughed at by others, that person is 
demonstrating knowledge of the group's social structure as 
well as knowledge of the group's shared meaning. 
Although joking reflects and illustrates an 
individual's status in a social group, it can also function 
to more evenly balance the status of group members by 
establishing acceptable informal means of interacting across 
formal boundaries. This is particularly important in small 
and highly interactive group as it allows for looseness and 
flowing of roles (Vinton, 1989). As mentioned earlier, 
joking can also reinforce dysfunctional roles which often 
lead to decreased group effectiveness and even hostility. 
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Notably, situations in which racist or sexist jokes have 
seen as part of an ongoing workplace practice have been used 
as evidence of discrimination in lawsuits (Smeltzer & Leap, 
1988) . 
Status is integrally connected with the process of 
individual and collective control. One's identity is 
defined in relation to others (Boland & Hoffman, 1983). 
Self-identity as existing in different forms within various 
frames, or "structured set of hierarchies" (Boland & 
Hoffman, p. 193). Different forms of humor and joking 
relationships are acceptable and appropriate for an 
individual depending upon their position, or hierarchical 
set, in the various strata of social structure. If an 
individual changes status, the forms of humor in which they 
may appropriately participate changes. Humor thus 
concurrently reinforces ones identity while also advancing 
its ephemeral nature. In describing the interactions in a 
machine shop, they see humor as "symbolic action that 
confirms the existence of multiple frames of reference for 
viewing the same reality" (p. 196). Comprehension of humor 
represents various levels of understanding, or seeing a 
situation from a variety of frames of reference. 
From the preceding examination a few conclusions can be 
drawn about the social functions of humor: 
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*humor is a way of expressing shared meanings of a 
group's reality and world view; 
♦humor is the result of cultural perceptions of 
incongruity, exaggeration, or distortion of accepted 
cultural elements or practices; 
♦humor functions to help create group cohesion by 
delineating social boundaries for inclusion and 
participation; 
♦humor helps define, express, and reinforce social 
status. 
Integrating these social functions with the previously 
discussed psychological functions, a few conclusions can be 
made about the functions of humor in general: 
♦humor is an evolving process, that is, what is 
considered humorous varies over time; 
♦humor is specific to individual interpretation which 
is affected by cultural and social context; 
♦humor is related to people's understanding of the 
world and functions to help create meaning; 
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*a common understanding of communication contents and 
processes is prerequisite to a shared experience of 
something as humor; 
*humor is one way of expressing an individual's or 
group's perception of their connection to and position 
in the world. 
Humor as a Component of Culture 
Humor as a part of group and organizational dynamics 
and culture has been explored since at least as early as the 
1950's. Blau (1955) discusses the role of joking "in 
creating or increasing [social cohesion] by uniting a group 
in the pleasant experience of laughing together" (p. 110). 
Joking serves to differentiate organizational members from 
the clients with whom they interact. At the same time, 
tension is released, performing a cathartic function which 
allows organizational participants to maintain composure and 
reinforce group membership. Coser (1959) echoes the idea 
that humor serves to create social boundaries when she 
states that laughing "in the company of others presupposes a 
minimum of common 'definition of the situation'" (p. 172). 
Linstead (1985) sees humor within the framework of 
symbolic activity which functions to explore, create, and 
maintain social boundaries. Humor serves to ensure cultural 
continuity through reproducing current systems, reinforcing 
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values, and defining boundaries while at the same time 
affecting change by reshaping and redefining those systems, 
values, and boundaries (Fombrun, 1986; Linstead, 1985). 
A principal way this occurs is through communication 
processes. Shared meaning creates common language 
(Richards, 1972). Developing consensus about meaning and 
purpose is dependent upon the ability of group members to be 
able to communicate and agree upon knowledge and reality in 
order to manage ambiguity (Schein, 1985). Apte (1985) 
explains how exploration of "the principles of organization 
of the domain" (p. 207) can lead to a better understanding 
of the semantic boundaries of a culture. Humor is bound in 
those cultural semantic boundaries and is part of the 
communication processes which are associated with the norms, 
values, beliefs, and attitudes of the culture (Bateson, 
1953). An understanding of a culture's humor indicates an 
understanding of the culture's language, and thus the 
meaning associated with that language (Takashima, 1987; 
Kahn, 1989). This includes non-verbal components of 
language such as intonation, gestures, etc. that impart both 
overt and symbolic meaning and may signify that a given 
communication is humor (Bateson, 1953). 
In a sense, all communication can be seen as symbolic, 
as what is being expressed are symbols in an attempt to 
convey a message that will be interpreted through others 
understanding of those symbols (Cassier, 1944). Indeed, it 
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has been pointed out that making metaphoric connections is 
essential to human thought (Lakoff and Johnson, 1980). This 
is present in the process of creating and appreciating 
humor, as often one must see a phenomenon in a new 
relationship to itself or something else, thus creating new 
metaphoric connections and symbolic meanings (Zijderveld, 
1983). 
In summary, a culture's humor is interwoven with the 
process of meaning making and is one expression a world 
view. Humor helps create, maintain, and reinforce social 
boundaries. At the same time, it enables group members to 
identify and express incongruities, ambiguities, and 
divergences between their underlying assumptions and the 
perceivable manifestation of those assumptions. In this 
way, humor serves to discern and communicate dysfunctions in 
the collective belief system. Simultaneously, it creates 
and expresses new world views and choices about how culture 
can be manifested. 
Coser (1959) sums up the connection between humor and 
culture well when she asserts: 
humor allows the participants, in a brief span of time 
and with a minimum of effort, mutually to reinterpret 
their experiences, to entertain, reassure, and 
communicate? to convey their interest in one another, 
to pull the group together by transforming what is 
individual into collective experience, and to 
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strengthen the social structure within which the group 
functions (p. 180. 
Summary 
This chapter reviewed relevant literature on humor and 
small group culture and development in order to establish a 
context for the present study. In the first section views 
on small group developmental processes and culture formation 
were delineated. Culture was described as an evolving 
process of adapting to perceived environmental imperatives 
which leads to the creation of meaning for group members. 
In small groups this can be seen as a process of attempting 
to resolve and make meaning of issues as move they into a 
figural position for the group. Meaning making systems 
produce various methods for creating, reproducing, and 
redefining cultural manifestations, one of which is humor. 
In the second section psychological and sociological 
functions of humor were outlined. Humor was described as an 
evolving process related to people's understanding of the 
world. It functions to help create meaning and express an 
individual's or group's perception of their connection to 
and position in the world. 
The last section examined the relationship between 
culture and humor. Humor was described as a component of 
culture. Humor helps create a sense of commonality, 
cohesion, and meaning while at the same time enabling people 
to explore the ambiguities of a cultural reality in a safe 
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and often enjoyable manner. Humor simultaneously expresses 
and redefines world views and cultural assumptions. One 
thing that has not been previously examined is the 
connection of humor to small group developmental processes 
and culture formation. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
In order to conduct this study of the production of 
humor as an emerging process in small groups this researcher 
combined qualitative and quantitative methods of data 
collection and analysis. By combining various approaches 
the researcher believes a comprehensive understanding of the 
processes which occurred in the groups in this study was 
developed. 
Structure of the Study 
The study was implemented during the Fall semester of 
the academic year 1991-1992. The structure entailed each 
group engaging in five ninety minute group work sessions. 
All group work sessions were video taped. Due to technical 
problems, one full session of tape was lost for two of the 
four groups. After each session tapes were reviewed and 
rated as described below. These sessions represent only 
part of the overall time the groups worked together. 
All participants were asked to keep a journal of their 
experiences and to participate in an exit interview or 
written exit response. Each participant was given a set of 
general journal writing guidelines to help facilitate this 
process and enhance their learning as part of their class 
experience. These guidelines focused on the participants' 
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experience within their group, with particular attention 
paid to intrapersonal processes, group processes, and humor 
(see Appendix E). The data acquired from the participants 
was combined with the data from the observers during the 
analysis phase. It should be noted that not every 
participant handed in a journal. This is either due to them 
not keeping a journal or not giving it to the researcher. 
Students in the course were informed they were part of 
the researcher's dissertation research in the first class 
session. They were told they would be video taped to 
observe the group creative process. Students were not 
informed of any other details of the research process. Each 
student was asked to sign a release/consent form (see 
Appendix A) for all material acquired, in which 
confidentiality and anonymity was guaranteed. All students 
signed the consent form. One student withdrew from the 
class before the video taping began. She stated it was due 
to a scheduling conflict for another course. 
Student were told the only parameter placed upon their 
groups was they had to create some sort of half hour 
presentation having to do with humor and/or creativity. 
Other than that they had free reign over the group task and 
direction. In addition, they needed to meet five times in a 
specific room for the purpose of videotaping. 
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Sampling 
Participants in this study were members of the class 
"Humor and Creativity", an elective class. Clearly this 
population was not randomly selected, but whether it was 
truly purposefully selected (Patton, 1980) is hard to say. 
Although the researcher had no control over who enrolled in 
the course, self-selection seems to have played a major role 
in which students signed up for this course. The sample 
thus had many characteristics of a volunteer sample 
(Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1975). This should not be viewed as 
problematic since most educational studies entail volunteer 
samples (Borg & Gall, 1989). Once in the course individuals 
were randomly assigned to groups. Names were picked out of 
a hat in order to place people into specific groups. 
There was a total of twenty three individuals who 
participated in this study. They were evenly divided by 
gender (female=ll male=12) though due to random assignment 
only one group had an even composition of female and male. 
The was one graduate student in the study, the rest were 
undergraduates, primarily seniors. There was a variety of 
academic majors. A summary of some of the specific 
demographic features of the participants can be found in 
Table 3.1. 
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TABLE 3.1 
Some Demographic Features of Participants 
Grouo Gender Aqe Educ. Level Mai or 
1 Female 20 Junior Management 
1 Male 21 Senior Finance 
1 Female 21 Senior Finance 
1 Female 20 Junior Psychology 
1 Female 21 Senior Hotel & Restaurant 
Admin. (HRTA) 
2 Male 21 Senior Political Science 
2 Female 21 Senior HRTA 
2 Female 22 Senior Psychology 
2 Male 21 Senior Education 
2 Female 21 Senior Finance 
2 Male 20 Junior Bachelor's Degree 
Individual 
Concentration 
(BDIC) 
3 Male 21 Senior Communication 
3 Female 21 Senior English 
3 Male 22 Senior English 
3 Male 21 Senior History 
3 Male 21 Senior Communication 
3 Male 20 Junior Management 
4 Male 21 Senior Political Science 
4 Female 21 Senior BDIC 
4 Female 21 Senior Education 
4 Male 23 Senior BDIC 
4 Female 47 Graduate Education 
4 Male 22 Senior BDIC 
Data Collection and Analysis 
In this study raw data were collected by video taping 
of group meetings, participant journals, exit interviews, 
and written exit responses. Video taping of weekly meetings 
was done for each group. This enabled the researcher to 
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chronicle four separate and simultaneous groups without 
having to be a participant observer in each group (a 
difficult task when four groups are occurring simultaneously 
in different places). 
Although video taping may not have reflected true to 
"real life" experience, it did produce recorded text in a 
manner that participant observation could not (Borg & Gall, 
1989). It allowed for some of the group experience to be 
recorded verbatim rather than through the selective filter 
of field notes. Thus, critical incidents were able to be 
examined repeatedly. This was important for observers, due 
to the high level of inference required for some of the 
coding. Exact language was utilized rather than observer 
memory of exact language. Preceding events were explored by 
virtue of replaying the unfolding of events. There is, 
however, the danger that some of the emotional content was 
diluted by this approach. The effect of this was minimized 
by using participant journals, exit interviews, and written 
exit responses. In addition, it is possible that video 
taping impacted upon they way groups interact. Comparison 
of four separate groups helped alleviate any possible 
effects. Since the researcher believes research is an 
interactive process, there is also the belief that any type 
of observation or measurement impacts upon the phenomena 
under investigation. This dynamic simply needs to be 
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accepted as part of research, yet steps were taken to create 
some objective measures. 
A pilot study was executed in August 1991. Four people 
participated in a "Humor and Creativity" workshop. During 
this time they were video taped working on a project 
together. Once their project was complete, they observed 
the video tapes and used the coding sheets to categorize 
incidents of humor (see Appendix B). There was little 
difficulty utilizing the prescribed procedure. Minor 
adjustments were made in accordance to suggestions made by 
the participants of the pilot study. 
Coding sheets were developed to examine the targets and 
functions of humor. The target of a humor incident is where 
the humor is directed. The target of humor could be one's 
self, another person in the group, someone outside of the 
group, the group task, or non-directed, that targeting ideas 
not connected with any specific person or bringing two or 
more ideas together to evoke laughter. Most of the target 
categories used for this study, with the exception of task, 
were initially developed by Scogin and Pollio (1980). The 
ideas that the group's task or process could be targeted 
came from a suggestion in the pilot study. 
Categories for functions of humor incidents were 
adapted from the functions of humor in group proposed by 
Fine (1983). These functions were classified as cohesion, 
control, and conflict. Cohesion has to do with the 
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processes involved in unifying a group, establishing a 
consensus about world view, encouraging the flow of 
interaction, and supporting group members efforts 
(Martineau, 1972; Khoury, 1985; Schein, 1985; Roark & 
Sharah, 1989). Cohesion can be disrupted through behaviors 
that block or change the flow of interaction and/or oppose 
or attack members efforts. Conflict refers to the 
introduction of difference into a social group and how it is 
dealt with, or not dealt with, by the group. Humor can 
create, avoid, or work through conflict (Emerson, 1969; 
Filley, 1975; Coser, 1956). Control involves the creation 
and elicitation of conformity within the social group. 
Humor alternately can create, define, reinforce, and weaken 
the social boundaries of a group (Fine, 1983; La Fave, 1972; 
Sherif, 1967; Khoury, 1985). 
One other functional category included in the coding 
classification was creativity. It has long been 
hypothesized that humor is closely related to creativity 
(Koestler, 1964). This study examined the impact that humor 
had on facilitating creativity and a creative environment. 
This was related to the flow of ideas within the group 
discourse and development of a safe group climate via 
supportive behavior (Shallcross, 1985; Guilford, 1968). 
Humor hindered creativity if it blocked ideas, cut off 
productive interaction, and/or worked to criticize or hamper 
supportive processes in the group. 
56 
Video tapes of group proceedings were viewed by trained 
observers who indicated the time of incidents of humor as 
indicated by laughter (Scogin & Pollio, 1980). These 
incidents were also coded according to target and apparent 
functions by the group members. Coding categories, 
procedures, and definitions were established prior to the 
study (see Appendix B). No additions to the categories 
emerged upon inspection of data, though during observer 
training additions were made to definitions in order to help 
clarify how incidents would be coded. 
Two observers were used for each group. They conducted 
a frequency-count recording of any comment or action by a 
group member that evoked audible laughter from two or more 
group members other than the initiator of the comment or 
action (Scogin & Pollio, 1980). Tapes had times recorded on 
them so that when an incident occurred the time could be 
written down in the space provided on the coding sheets. 
Observers went through a training period prior to 
observation of the groups, were tested for their knowledge 
of group development processes (see Appendix D), viewed 
samples of the video tapes, and record their observations. 
The training process continued until a ninety-five percent 
agreement rate was achieved between all of the raters for 
frequency counts of incidents of laughter (Hartmann, 1982; 
Borg & Gall, 1989). Validity of this type of coding 
approach can be considered high, as identification of a 
57 
specific behavior, laughter, is a low inference variable. 
Ninety-five percent agreement was achieved for the target 
and functions as well, though this process took a 
substantially more time to obtain (see Table 3.2). This is 
due to higher levels of inference involved in this sort of 
coding (Borg & Gall, 1989). 
Incidents were considered acceptable if they passed two 
criteria. Pairs of observers first had to agree on whether 
an incident had occurred and then had to agree on what the 
targets and functions were. A total of 320 incidents of 
humor were identified for all groups. Of that number, there 
was agreement that 310 incidents (96.9%) had actually 
occurred by pairs of observers that an incident of humor had 
occurred. Of those 310 incidents, there was agreement on 
target and function in 291 incidents (93.9%) by pairs of 
observers. Overall, 291 incidents that were used in this 
study represents 90.9% of the incidents identified by any 
individual observer. Table 3.2 summarizes totals for 
observer pairings. 
Observers used the Group Development Stage Analysis 
(GDSA)(see appendix C) process to assess group development 
(Carew & Parisi-Carew, 1988). The GDSA has received some 
empirical validation as a measurement of group development 
(Stoner & Carew, 1990; Curley, 1990). In one study, the 
GDSA instrument was found to be reliable (split-half 
correlations for a sample population, n = 50, of .85) 
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(Stoner & Carew, 1990). The GDSA appears to be a good 
indication of group development, as has been cross validated 
with other group performance and effectiveness measures 
(Curley, 1990? Stoner & Carew, 1990). There is also strong 
indication of construct validity, as the GDSA is based on 
the comprehensive research conducted by Lacoursiere (1980) 
in which he reviewed over 200 studies on various types of 
groups. 
TABLE 3.2 
Observer Interrater Reliability for Incidents of Humor 
Observed by 
either observer 
total 
Group 1 104 
Group 2 70 
Group 3 39 
Group 4 107 
Total 320 
Agreement on Agreement on 
occurrence of target and 
laughter function 
# % # % % of 
99 95.2 95 96.0 91.3 
69 98.6 63 91.3 90.0 
38 97.4 36 94.7 92.3 
104 97.2 97 93.3 90.7 
310 96.9 219 93.9 90.9 
Observers were trained in the use of the GDSA by 
reading The One Minute Manager Builds High Performing Teams 
and then given a written test on the content of the book 
(see Appendix D). The book explains the developmental 
theory utilized in this study and outline characteristics of 
each stage. All observers scored at least 90% on the test. 
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Observers completed the GDSA once midway through each ninety 
minute session and once at the end of each ninety minute 
session. A total of 72 GDSA instruments were completed by 
observers. Each GDSA contains 7 item choices, therefore a 
total of 504 item choices were made. Of those 504, there 
was agreement on 482, for an overall interrater reliability 
rate of 95.6%. Table 3.3 summarizes totals for observer 
pairings. 
GDSA forms were collected by and scored by the 
researcher. All items were given a numerical score and then 
pairs were averaged. Total scores for each were then 
compared with the GDSA scoring manual in order to ascertain 
Group Development Stage (Carew et al., 1988). 
TABLE 3.3 
Observer Interrater Reliability for GDSA Assessment 
GDSA forms Total items Total agreement % 
agreement 
completed completed of items 
95.5 
94.3 
94.6 
97.9 
95.6 
Group 1 16 112 107 
Group 2 20 140 132 
Group 3 16 112 106 
Group 4 20 140 137 
Total 72 504 482 
Chi-square tests were performed on variables observed. 
This was done in order to ascertain if there was any 
association between groups for any of the target and 
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function areas in relation to developmental processes. This 
study met all the criteria for Chi-squared test analysis: 
observed variables (target, function, group development 
stage) were defined as discrete and nominal; groups and 
group members were independent of each other; sample size 
was relatively large (n > 5), and; each observation could 
qualify for one and only one category in each classification 
scheme (McCall, 1990). Furthermore, the purpose of this 
study was of an exploratory nature in order to ascertain if 
there was an association between groups and between 
variables. This, coupled with the types of variables of 
interest, made chi-square test analysis the most appropriate 
quantitative way to analyze the data in this study (Arney, 
1990; McCall, 1990). Chi-square test analysis was conducted 
to ascertain if groups differed in the incidence of 
behaviors in each developmental level and to ascertain if 
there were differences between behaviors. This will be 
discussed further in the next chapter. 
Transcribed text of group sessions was examined by the 
researcher. Incidents that had been coded by the observers 
were inspected, and sections that exemplified particularly 
prevalent dynamics were selected for inclusion into the 
write up of this study. This was a subjective decision made 
by the researcher. 
Journal entries, exit interviews, and written exit 
responses were also used to reinforce and illustrate the 
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findings in this study. Participants were asked to keep a 
journal and were given a sheet of suggested guidelines for 
journal entries (see Appendix E). It should be noted that 
journals were not a requirement of the class, and although 
participants were encouraged to keep journals in order to 
facilitate their own learning, not all participants 
contributed journals. Text of the journals was analyzed to 
identify any passages that substantiate the findings of the 
statistical analysis. 
Exit interviews or written exit responses were 
conducted with all participants. The difference between 
these two types of data gathering had to do with whether a 
series of questions were answered in a written or verbal 
manner. Both were loosely structured around pre-established 
questions to gather information on participant views of 
their own processes involving humor and creativity within 
their group, as well as the group*s processes (see Appendix 
F). Prior to these interviews and responses, participants 
were given randomly selected ten minute sections of the 
video tapes of their group process for an assignment for the 
class. A total of sixty minutes worth of tape was given to 
each group. Analysis followed the same procedure as took 
place for journals. 
Throughout the analysis process, data collected from 
all the methods was examined and cross referenced in an 
effort to generate, shape, and refine the knowledge produced 
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from this study. The researcher recognizes that knowledge 
production is shaped by its context and by the manner in 
which the researcher is inserted into the social world and 
the research process (Benson, 1983). Researcher findings 
went through numerous levels and phases of understanding 
before this study was complete. 
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CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 
In this chapter the quantitative and qualitative data 
collected from the various methods employed in this study 
are presented and analyzed using the procedures described in 
the previous chapter. The information is organized into 
seven sections. The first section examines association of 
behaviors. This was done in order to determine independence 
of behaviors under investigation in this study. The next 
section examines incidents of humor, with a focus on total 
number of incidents, and average number of incidents per 
session. This is a section exploring participant views that 
reflect group development processes. The next three 
sections examine the findings for targets, cohesion, and 
creativity, respectively. Each of these sections will be 
organized similarly. All start with a presentation of 
quantitative data (frequency distributions and chi-square 
test analysis) and are followed by examples and discussion 
of qualitative data (tape transcripts, journals, and exit 
interviews) to illuminate and expand upon the quantitative 
findings. Due to the overlapping and interweaving of 
functions, some of the qualitative data will be examined in 
more than one section. There is no section devoted 
specifically to conflict or control because the frequency of 
occurrence was too small and independence from the other 
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behaviors could not be established. The final section will 
summarize the previous sections of this chapter into a 
discussion and interpretation of general findings. 
Independence of Behaviors 
Each behavioral category (target, cohesion, conflict, 
control, creativity, development) was compared to every 
other behavioral category to ascertain independence of these 
behaviors from each other. Chi-square test analysis was 
performed between each behavioral category. Chi-square is 
appropriate because all samples are independent of each 
other, variables are discrete, and observations could only 
fall into one category for each behavioral classification 
(McCall, 1990). Scores of significance are recorded in 
Table 4.1. A score of .0000 indicates total independence 
between behaviors. Thus the behaviors are different. Any 
score higher indicates the degree to which the behaviors can 
be said to be the same. 
As indicated in Table 4.1, independence was established 
between target, cohesion, creativity, and group development. 
In other words, they are all different behaviors. Conflict 
and control were not established as being independent of any 
of the other behaviors except each other. Due to the low 
incident of each of these behaviors (conflict=9, 
control=14), and a lack of independence, initial qualitative 
study was the only appropriate manner to examine those 
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behaviors. Therefore, the following three sections will 
focus on targets, cohesion, and creativity, respectively. 
Table 4.1 
Significance of Independence Between Behaviors* 
Cohesion Conflict Control Creativity Dev 
Target .0000 .6741 .6886 . 0000 . 0000 
Cohesion .6089 .5677 . 0000 . 0000 
Conflict .0000 .9530 .2867 
Control .6085 .0056 
Creativity .0000 
* p < .05 level of significance 
Incidents of Humor 
Popular and theoretical literature has identified humor 
as a part of every social group (Fine, 1983; Murphy, 1986). 
The groups examined in this study did indeed all contain 
some humor. A total of 291 incidents of humor were 
identified in this study. Group totals are summarized in 
Table 4.2. 
Examination of incidents and average number of 
incidents per session show a wide range of occurrence. All 
groups incident totals and averages fell well within two 
standard deviations of the mean, indicating this wide range 
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may not be as significant as it appears on the surface. All 
groups were clearly part of the same population (McCall, 
1990; Arney, 1990). However, the fairly large standard 
deviation for both the number of incidents and average 
number of incidents suggest some differences were present. 
Table 4.2 
Incidents of Humor 
No. of Incidents 
Number of sessions 
Average/session 
Group 
12 3 
95 63 36 
4 5 4 
23.8 12.6 9.0 
4 Total M SD 
97 291 72.8 25.1 
5 18 - 
19.4 16.2 16.2 5.7 
The results of the number of incidents and average 
number of incidents per session suggest at least two things. 
One, it seems clear that while all of the groups exhibited 
some humor, they did not exhibit the same amount of humor. 
It may be that every group creates its own acceptable level 
of humor. This would reflect underlying cultural 
assumptions and values about humor present in the group. 
Two, reactions to humor, which were used as indicators of 
humor, vary from group to group. An examination of the 
video tapes clearly showed attempts at humor resulting in 
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snickers, groans, one person laughing, etc., all of which 
did not meet the criteria for an incident of humor in this 
study. This point will be discussed further in Chapter 5. 
Group Development 
Group development stage theory has received much 
attention over the past thirty five to forty years 
(Lacoursiere, 1980). While there is some dispute about the 
form it takes, there is much agreement and evidence that 
groups do pass through discernable stages or phases over 
time (Bales & Strodbeck, 1951; Bennis & Shepard, 1956; Gibb, 
1964, Gersick, 1988; McCollum, 1990; Lacoursiere, 1980; 
Tuckman, 1965; Stoner & Carew, 1990). For the purpose of 
this study, development refers to a natural process of 
change involving a gradual increase in morale, although 
there is a major decline in the second stage, paralleled by 
a gradual increase in productivity (Lacoursiere, 1980). 
The groups in this study went through identifiable 
developmental stages as measured by observer documentation 
with the Group Development Stage Analysis instrument (Carew, 
et al., 1988). The stages appear to be quite similar, as 
indicated in Figure 1. The rest of this section will 
describe how that development process played out. Excerpts 
from journals, exit interviews, and written exit response 
will be used to weave together participant perceptions and 
observer measurements. 
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GDSA score 
Group 1 -1— Group 2 Group 3 -e_ Group 4 
Figure 1. Group development patterns for each group as 
measured by GDSA scores. GDS1 = 7-12, GDS2 = 13-17, 
GDS3 = 18-22, GDS4 = 23-28 (Measurements 3 and 4 were not 
made for groups 1 and 3 due to technical problems; scores 
placed there are the same as measurement 2 for each of those 
groups). 
Group Development Stage 1 
Group Development Stage 1 (GDS1) involves the group 
members' becoming oriented to each other and the task. 
Morale is typically high, while productivity, and the 
ability to be productive, is low. There tends to be a high 
level of anxiety and discomfort. The primary concerns for 
groups in GDS1 have to do with defining the purpose and 
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goals of the group and establishing boundaries for inclusion 
in the group (Schutz, 1973; Lacoursiere, 1980). 
There were very few measure for any group in GDS1. 
Given that these groups had a general purpose pre-defined 
for them, along with the fact that GDS1 is typically short 
in problem solving groups, this is not surprising. In 
addition, GDS1 measures are typically difficult to measure, 
as development begins immediately (Stoner & Carew, 1990). 
However, there does appear to be some indication that group 
members experienced the dynamics of GDS1, as indicated by 
the following excerpts. 
M (Group 3) I think that in our group, especially in the 
beginning, there were a lot of times when 
there were embarrassed silences. 
G (Group 4) It was all general at first - tentative. 
J (Group 1) It felt like each of the group members was 
initially trying to be accepted by the rest 
of the group. 
J (Group 3) Our first group went bad. There was no 
leadership and we left early, but decided on 
a newscast. I would like to take charge but 
I don't know these people well enough. I 
hope things will get better. 
M (Group 2) That first night we were all somewhat 
concerned around each other. 
M (Group 1) It sounded like we all agreed on a great 
topic and it is going to be a lot of fun. 
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While apprehension and self-consciousness were the 
figural socio-emotional issues in the early part of the 
group experience, orientation to the group task and purpose 
was quickly established ("...decided on a newscast"), 
pushing the group into the next stage of group development. 
Group Development Stage 2 
Group Development Stage 2 (GDS2) involves a drastic 
drop in morale due to a realization about what is involved 
in being a part of the group. Earlier reliance on pre- 
established purpose and goals give way to dissatisfaction 
with the process and other group members. Ambivalent 
feelings can get in the way of group productivity, though 
there is typically a slight increase in a group's 
productivity (Lacoursiere, 1980; Tuckman, 1965). These 
dynamics were manifested in the groups of this study. 
The tentativeness involved in the initial encounters 
gave way to increasing comfort and productivity. This also 
led the groups to be better able to accept differences and 
exhibit conflict, which permitted a proliferation of ideas. 
Since these encounters occurred at an early part of the 
group experience, many of the sentiments maintained in 
journals, exit interviews, and written exit responses were 
not necessarily expressed overtly. 
K (Group 1): We have a lot of great ideas, I think. We 
seem to do more talking than working. 
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M (Group 3): Everytime I do try to speak that S asshole 
interrupts me. I was about to punch him this 
week. 
M (Group 2): As we as a group felt more at ease with each 
other, we were able to come up with ideas and 
act out on those ideas without feeling too 
much embarrassment. 
K (Group 1) It turns out that all five of us are in the 
Greek system. They seem excited about it. 
Little do they know, I don't give a shit 
about the Greek area. It does a lot of good 
things, but it can be detrimental too. I 
believe it attempt to make independent people 
dependent. Anyways, much to my displeasure 
the consensus of the group is to do out 
project on myths about the Greeks. 
The preceding excerpts reflect a dissatisfaction with 
at least some of the process the group was undertaking. 
Serious animosity and dismay were expressed, while at the 
same time, ideas were being created and developed and work 
was getting done. A drop in morale and a modest increase in 
productivity are primary characteristics of GDS2 
(Lacoursiere, 1980). 
Group Development Stage 3 
In Group Development Stage 3 (GDS3) there is a decrease 
in feelings of dissatisfaction as interpersonal issues of 
control, leadership, competence, etc. are beginning to be 
resolved. Productivity continues to rise as mastery over 
the group task is increasing. Norms become firmly 
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established. Group members are resolving differences 
between their expectations of what could have been and what 
really is (Tuckman, 1965; Lacoursiere, 1980; Gibb, 1964) . 
Interestingly, only two of the four groups in this 
study had measures taken while they were in GDS3. There are 
a couple of explanations for this. One, GDS3 can often be 
very short. Due to time intervals between measurements and 
between taped sessions, those groups most likely passed 
through GDS3 in between measurements or taped sessions. 
Two, characteristics of this stage are quite similar to late 
GDS2 and early GDS4. Some groups seem to transition right 
from GDS2 to GDS4 (Lacoursiere, 1980) . 
There was measurement for GDS3 for two of the groups, 
with evidence of that stage for all groups from journals, 
exit interviews, and written exit responses, as illustrated 
by the following excerpts. 
S (Group 2): The first two sessions moved slowly, but 
ideas were slowly, surely coming up. As the 
group began to feel more comfortable with 
each other, the creative process blossomed in 
myself, as well as the others. 
J (Group 4): In the beginning of our meetings, I found 
that I was less vocal than towards the end. 
Although I was in such a small group, I still 
feared the rejection of my ideas. 
Eventually, I became much more comfortable 
and did not care if I said something my group 
did not agree with. 
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M (Group 1): Working on this project with people you are 
just acquaintances with helped me form a 
certain unity or bond with these individuals 
over the weeks. We began to have personal 
jokes and remarks towards each other and 
these wise cracks were accepted by each group 
member and not taken personally. 
G (Group 4): We became more bonded as a unit and worked 
together toward our performance. There was 
less tentativeness and hesitation with our 
suggestions and brainstorming. 
The groups were forming into more cohesive social 
systems. Group language was developing ("We began to have 
personal jokes...") and interpersonal comfort was 
increasing. This allowed the group to develop ideas that 
could meet an established group concept of reality (Schein, 
1985). 
Group Development Stage 4 
Group Development Stage 4 (GDS4) is characterized by 
positive feelings between members of the group due to 
further resolution of interpersonal issues and high levels 
of productivity and accomplishment. Agreement about the 
nature of relationships and the end product is clear. Group 
successes are recognized and group members feel empowered 
and confident (Lacoursiere, 1980? Blanchard et al., 1990). 
All of the groups in this study reached GDS4. The 
following excerpts depict some of the perceptions of what 
this stage was like for group members. 
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B (Group 3): While at first I was uncertain of the project 
and my group members and was also 
uncomfortable about voicing my ideas, my 
disposition changed quite favorably over 
time. First, getting to know the group 
better caused me to feel more comfortable and 
less self conscious about opening up. 
Second, by being able to visualize the 
project and how good it could become, many of 
my doubts were removed and I wanted to share 
my ideas and be part of the project. 
G (Group 4): Later on, ideas could be presented without 
humor and be respected. 
C (Group 2): Last night's dual group meeting was the most 
enjoyable group meeting thus far. I'm not 
sure if it's because the end result is 
finally in sight, or the fact that I can 
contributed several ideas that were popularly 
accepted. It does feel great when people 
give positive feedback, or when you're able 
to add on or improve (in a manner of 
speaking) upon someone else's ideas. 
S (Group 1): By the end of the group we were really 
working well together. Even L and I were 
getting along. It was actually a lot of fun. 
Enthusiasm was high, as was productivity. The group 
task and ways to accomplish that task were clear. Group 
members recognized the contributions of others. This led to 
an enjoyment of the group process. Group safety had reached 
a point where members felt at ease in presenting themselves 
and their ideas. As indicated above, this could now take a 
more direct and serious tone ("...ideas could be presented 
without humor and be respected). This final point will be 
discussed further later in this chapter. 
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Summary for Development 
There is strong evidence, both from observer 
measurement and participant perceptions that the groups in 
this study did indeed go through a sequence of group 
development stages. Groups gradually increased productivity 
as interpersonal issues were identified, worked through, and 
resolved. Tasks, roles, procedures all became more apparent 
and defined as time went on. There is both quantitative and 
qualitative evidence to support group development in this 
study. The next sections will focus more directly on humor 
as part of the group process. 
Targets of Humor 
In this section, the use of targets of humor will be 
explored for each group. Table 4.3 displays the frequency 
distribution of targets for all the groups. 
A chi-square test analysis was performed in order to 
determine level of independence for targets across groups. 
Undetermined targets were left out of that analysis, since 
that was a result of difficulty discerning the target from 
the tape, not probability. A chi-square score of 97.84 was 
attained with 12 degrees of freedom (see Appendix G). This 
is significant at any level. Thus, distribution of targets 
was determined to be different for each group. 
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Table 4.3 
Targets of Humor 
Group 
Taraet 
Grouo 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Total 
Self 3 6 3 19 31 
Other in group 28 4 11 25 68 
Gen/Other 5 5 8 4 22 
Task 2 20 3 33 58 
Non-Directed 56 24 5 15 100 
Undetermined 1 4 6 1 12 
TOTAL 95 63 36 97 291 
An examination of target distribution in relation to 
group development stage (GDS) was performed. Table 4.4 
displays the frequency distribution of targets in relation 
to group development stage. Again, undetermined targets 
were omitted. 
A chi-square test analysis was performed in order to 
determine level of independence for distribution of targets 
across group development stages. A chi-square score of 
97.66 was attained with 12 degrees of freedom (see Appendix 
G). This is significant at any level. Distribution of 
targets is different across group development stages across 
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groups. Targets are used differently at different 
developmental stages. 
Table 4.4 
Targets of Humor and Group Development Stage 
Tarcret 
Group Development Stage 
GDS1 GDS2 GDS3 GDS4 Total 
Self 0 8 8 15 31 
Other/group 2 12 13 41 68 
Gen/Other 3 6 6 7 22 
Task 2 15 5 36 58 
Non-Directed 3 40 26 31 100 
TOTAL 10 81 58 130 279 
It is clear that each group had their own preference or 
style for targeting through humor. Distribution of humor 
targets was dissimilar for all groups, yet target use for 
each developmental stage was also different. Initially this 
indicates each of the groups had its own humor target style 
or preference. However, it is possible the groups used 
different targets for similar functions, since there is a 
clear differentiation of target usage for the various 
developmental stages. That cannot be determined through the 
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quantitative data collected in this study. Therefore, the 
analysis that follows will examine each group on an 
individual basis. 
One additional consideration in viewing the data from 
this study needs to be identified here. Since there are not 
an equal number of observations for each stage, percentage 
of the whole for each behavior at each stage is examined in 
the ensuing discussion. For example, for Group 1 there were 
9 incidents in GDS3 were identified as "other in group" type 
targeting. This represents 22% of the 41 incidents from the 
study that were coded as "other in group" for Group 1 (see 
Figure 2). This is the case for discussions of cohesion and 
creativity as well, though in those sections there will not 
be separate charts for each group. This will be discussed 
later. 
Group 1 
Table 4.5 indicates targets of humor for Group 1. The 
dominant target used by this group throughout their process 
was the "non-directed" type target. There was also a steady 
increase in the amount of "other in group" type targets (see 
Figure 2). The former was connected to the group's focus on 
targeting stereotypes of the fraternity and sorority system 
at the University, a system in which all members of Group 1 
were involved. It is important to note they were not 
targeting the people who held the stereotypes, but the 
79 
stereotypes themselves. The latter was connected to 
allowing expression of interpersonal conflict underlying the 
group interaction without being too disruptive to the 
ongoing process (Emerson, 1969; Boland & Hoffman, 1983; Roy, 
1960). 
Table 4.5 
Humor Target Preferences and Group Development Stages for 
Group 1+ 
Group Development Stage 
Target 
GDS1 GDS2 GDS3 GDS4 Total 
Self * 2 1 0 3 
Other in Group * 7 9 12 28 
Generalized Other * 0 5 0 5 
Task * 1 1 0 2 
Non-Directed * 16 25 15 56 
Total * 26 41 27 94 
*The group was not observed at • this developmental 
stage. 
+ does not include undetermined targets 
The following two excerpts from their first session 
illustrates the "non-directed" type of targeting. It should 
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Figure 2. Humor targets for Group 1 for each group 
development stage. 
be noted that if readers of this research fail to appreciate 
the humor in this or other incidents, it is most likely due 
to the contextual basis of the interactions and not a 
reflection on the reader's sense of humor, or lack thereof. 
K: Like, how many sorority girls does it take to screw in a 
lightbulb? One to screw it in, and thirty nine to sing 
about it. 
(Laughter) 
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K: We could all be like Greeks in ancient history, sitting 
around..."What do you think, urn, Greeks will be like in the 
future? In two thousand years? What do you think we'll be 
like? And then go into Greek... 
J: They can't, nobody can know that that's what we're 
talking about. 
K: We could do a rap about it, do you think they'll ah... 
S: I could be lying down, and you guys will all be like 
catering to me and I'll be kind of sighing "What's it going 
to be like for Greeks in two thousand years?" 
K: Do you think they'll still be drinking and hanging out 
with women? 
J: It's going to have to correspond to what we're going to 
talk about. "Is it going to be cliquey like it is now?" 
K: The supreme Greeks. 
(Laughter) 
J: How do you think they'll be lighting lightbulbs then? 
M: How many Greeks does it take to light a candle? 
(Laughter) 
In the first excerpt, K was giving an example of a 
stereotype about sorority women. The second excerpt recalls 
the first comment about 'lightbulbs' and reframes and 
transforms it's meaning for the group, enabling this concept 
to have meaning in multiple frames of reference 
simultaneously (Boland & Hoffman, 1983). This example 
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illustrates how "non-directed" type targeting often entails 
engaging in creative thinking, in this case juxtaposing two 
incongruent ideas (Koestler, 1964). 
An essential component of the above interaction was the 
group member's process of separating themselves from an 
element of their identity, in other words viewing the 
subject as object (Kegan, 1982). The detachment achieved in 
this process through humor permits the group members to cope 
with situations that may be emotionally threatening (Kahn, 
1989). In addition, by mocking the stereotypes of 
fraternities and sororities, the group was able to 
accomplish at least some level of cathartic release which 
helped facilitate attaining psychological distance from 
those stereotypes and fostered group cohesion (Scheff & 
Bushnell, 1984). 
The steady increase in "other in group" type targeting 
reflects an increase in comfort within the group. In 
addition, "other in group" targeting in this group is a 
manifestation of interpersonal conflict within the group. 
The following excerpts are representative of the both these 
processes. 
L: Let's go in segments okay? 
S: Segments, okay. 
L: Our first segment. 
S: Segment is? 
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L: No I don't mean those, I mean of the whole thing. Our 
first segment would be the Greek people. (To S) You know 
what I'm talking about? 
S: Yeah. 
L: Okay. 
(Laughter) 
L: Why couldn't it be done last time? 
S: She wasn't in! 
L: Okay. I'm just asking! 
(Laughter) 
L: Can we just go through it once please from this 
beginning? 
M: We're going to walk in in togas. 
L: Let's actually walk in, let's stand up? 
J: Does this make you feel better? 
(Laughter) 
This sort of banter, occurring in later sessions, 
demonstrates humor being used to express underlying 
hostility in a seemingly safe manner. The group process 
continued fairly undisturbed. In fact, the humorous banter 
seems to have actually facilitated maintaining the group's 
flow. L was the target of humor in two of the above 
examples, which may be indicative of hostile feelings toward 
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her, as these journal entries from K and interview excerpts 
from M indicate. 
K: We had class tonight. L wasn't there. Things never 
went so well. 
L was a pain in the ass. Prop queen. 
As usual L is causing problems. She's always so 
preoccupied with unnecessary details, like props. If S 
were here things would have worked a little better, he 
usually puts her in her place. 
M: I will say that K and I worked well with J, but it 
seemed that L was threatened by any of the ideas that K 
or I had that were associated with our sorority. 
Working with her outside the classroom I noticed her 
tension and found it ridiculous. Hearing her reject 
ideas when we were under pressure to finish up our 
project was not inspiring. 
Although antagonistic feelings were felt toward L, 
there seems to have been a belief, norm, or value that humor 
was an appropriate way to deal with those feelings, as 
indicated in these exit interview excerpts. 
K: We all would be 'ragged' on and would 'rag' right back 
at the initiator. Even if someone had an idea, we as a 
group did not like, we all respected each others 
feelings and did not take the a rejection personally. 
L: Tension arose in our group meetings every once in a 
while. Joking was a good way to relieve it. If 
members of the group were bedoming irritated with each 
other or the task, a good laugh always helped to put 
everyone at ease and hopefully in better moods. 
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S: L and I were constantly bickering. Some of it was good 
natured, but a lot of it was pretty serious. We'd joke 
around, which helped ease the tension. In fact, once 
we figured out how to get along, we were able to turn 
our conflict into a skit for the final project. It's 
kind of funny how that worked. 
Humorous banter increased as time went on. It appears 
this group not only used humor as a way to distance 
themselves from the actual feelings, but as a way to express 
those latent feelings (Freud, 1960; Alderfer & Brown, 1975). 
In their case, disagreement and hostility were often the 
feelings that surfaced via humor. S's observation that the 
conflict was later turned into a usable idea raises a 
question about the distancing function of humor and whether 
it can be consciously utilized to facilitate group 
development. People often laugh at what is not part of them 
or their identified group (McGhee, 1979; La Fave, 1972). It 
seems this group was able to move beyond one conflict and 
perhaps achieve some growth a deeper level of development 
with assistance from the use of humor. This point will be 
discussed further in the next chapter. 
Targeting of individuals in the group also had some 
divisive effects. The following interaction occurred midway 
through the group's work together. 
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M: My father's side is Indian and my mother's is French. 
S: So, let me ask you, what do you think of the Tomahawk 
Chop? What do you think of that? Are you offended? Do you 
think it's doing injustice to the, urn, the Indian-American? 
M: I personally don't have an opinion. 
S: Do you know what I'm talking about? 
M: No. 
S: You don't? 
S: Come on. 
M: I seriously haven't. 
S: Do you know what I'm talking about? 
K: Tomahawk what? 
S: Chop. 
M: What's happening? 
S: Oh, I thought, well, you know about the Braves, the base, 
I don't know, the Braves in the World Series. 
K: Oh they're pissed because they're using... 
S: So, that, there were all the fans, were doing this, they 
were... 
J: Oh yeah. Jane Fonda was doing it. 
S: Did you see it? You didn't see it at all? 
J: Jane Fonda was doing it. 
S: Yeah, yeah, well the whole thing was, they were all 
thinking it was some playful thing whatever, and then, I 
guess, a large proportion of the Native Americans got really 
upset because they thought it was, being, urn, kind of like a 
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negative stereotype. Which they, they have a right to, to, 
uh, I was just wondering, I mean, I know you're... 
M: I think the Indians have a right to, too. 
S: I'm not saying that they don't. She's like attacking 
1116 • • • 
M: I am not. 
(Laughter) 
K: Hey, she might (gestures) scalp you. 
S: Scalp me. 
J: Come on, give us a war hoop. 
(Laughter) 
M did not openly express disdain over the situation, 
but this excerpt from her interview describes her reaction 
to this interaction. 
M: In one of our discussions I made a remark about my 
Canadian Indian Heritage, which I am proud of, and S 
went off that topic and started asking me my view on 
the "Tomahawk Chop". Since he said it with a sarcastic 
tone in his voice, I was embarrassed by his comment and 
regretted that I ever mentioned my nationality. 
While in some cases targeting another member of the 
group served to lubricate and smooth interaction, in this 
case it served to limit the participation of one member. 
She never again mentioned that aspect of her heritage. That 
particular aspect of her identity did not seem safe to 
mention, thus setting some bounds on types of information 
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appropriate for inclusion in the group (Schutz, 1973; Barr & 
Strong, 1988; Goldstein, 1990). The group's humor 
underscored prevailing stereotypes of Native people which 
were present within the at least some of the group members, 
and within the larger culture. In a very real sense, humor 
was used to reinforce social relations and beliefs that 
group members brought with them to the experience and chose 
(consciously or unconsciously) to maintain. 
The predominate target choice for Group 1 was the "non- 
directed" type target. This seemed to help them create and 
develop many useful ideas, concepts, and images. However, 
as the group coalesced, there was an increase in humor that 
seemed to reflect latent hostility among group members. 
This was manifest in the steady increase in "other in group" 
type targets. 
Group 2 
The dominant target type for Group 2 was also "non- 
directed", followed closely by "task". Table 4.6 indicates 
the humor targets for Group 2. 
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Table 4.6 
Humor Target Preferences and Group Development Stages for 
Group 2+ 
Group Development Stage 
Tarqet 
GDS1 GDS2 GDS3 GDS4 Total 
Self 0 1 * 5 6 
Other in Group 1 1 * 2 4 
Generalized Other 3 2 ★ 0 5 
Task 0 11 ★ 9 20 
Non-Directed 1 16 ★ 7 24 
Total 5 31 * 23 59 
*The group was not observed at this developmental 
stage. 
+ does not include undetermined targets 
Early in the group experience, the generalized other 
target was employed to help create a sense of internal 
cohesion through defining the external reality (Sherif, 
1967; La Fave, 1972; Martineau, 1972). This is exemplified 
in the following exchange: 
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J: Well there all different kinds of girls on campus. 
There's, like, well there's the earthy, who don't wear any 
make-up, then there's the big hair and the... 
S: Yeah, there's basically, you know, the crunchies, the 
JAPs. and cheeseballs. Basically. 
(Laughter) 
J: Wait a minute, you're telling me there's only three kinds 
of girls on campus? 
S: I think... 
J: You have a girlfriend? 
S: Yeah. 
J: Which one is she? 
(Laughter) 
S: She's closer to the JAP than anything else. Her, I like 
her, because she, she can look and act better with 
personality. Anyways, that's my idea. What do you view as 
the basic guys? I think every guy falls into a category. 
J: The athlete. 
S: The athlete, you know, the drinker guy who goes downtown 
and can't pick up a girl and gets into a fight, and 
that's... 
J: Is that you? 
S: No...that's funny. 
J: No, I mean in the skit. 
(Laughter) 
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Categorization of students outside the group served to bond 
the group. Again the distancing dynamic of humor functioned 
to create cohesion by defining boundaries for inclusion and 
exclusion in the group. In effect, the group was saying "we 
are not them". J's question to S "Is that you?" and 
subsequent disclaimer "No, I mean in the skit" can be 
construed as serving an important early stage function. In 
effect she was questioning his membership in the group, as 
well as the meaning of membership in general. Can one have 
an identity inside the group which corresponds to an 
identity outside the group? If so, how much of that outside 
identity can be brought to the group. By posing a question 
and then backing away, she could test group boundaries in a 
safe manner (Emerson, 1969). A topic was covertly brought 
up as a way of defining and establishing group identity and 
boundaries, that if not taken seriously, would have been 
indicative of group boundaries in itself (Fine, 1977; 
Pogebrin & Poole, 1988). 
Humor also helped the group relax and feel comfortable 
with each other in the earlier stage of the group process. 
This facilitated the group being able to create, develop, 
and elaborate upon ideas. The following interview excerpts 
illustrate this. 
S; I feel through my humor, I was able to get the group to 
feel more comfortable with each other. This opened the 
door for brainstorming and group thinking. 
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M: That first night we were all somewhat concerned around 
each other. But the tension relief is how we first 
came together as a group. Finally S made some jokes 
about our project, the process involved in it, and some 
of the asinine things that we could do to fill the half 
hour time slot. Because of his joking, we all became 
more comfortable around each other and with what we 
were about to undertake. 
B: Humor brought me closer to and more comfortable with 
the other group members. I felt that after we all 
laughed, it was easier to give my own ideas to the 
group. 
The increased comfort helped allow the group change its 
dominant target type. As the group evolved more, they began 
using "non-directed" type humor as the dominant target type. 
The following exchanges demonstrate this and how it enabled 
the group to use humor to expand on ideas. 
L: You know what? You should all have a sign of lightbulbs, 
and put it over your head. 
(Laughter) 
S: You guys say that, and the four of us will hold up the 
signs... 
B: Except for me...What are we going to do with a window? 
(Laughter) 
L: (Laughing) Yeah, definitely. 
B: I can have a question mark! 
L: Yes! 
(Laughter) 
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S: Let's break after the dance contest, that's a break 
anyway. So the lights go out and we'll say "Cops 5-0" then 
we'll go "Stay tuned for a commercial break". 
L: Please bear with us. 
S: What are we going to do. I'll do one commercial by 
myself. 
B: I don't know if this will offend anyone, but, if two 
girls wanted to do one, it could get some laughs... 
L: I know what you're going to say. 
B: One could say "Mom, do you douche?" 
L: I knew you were going to say that! 
(Laughter) 
B: I think, I think it would be really funny, we wouldn't 
have to change your clothes. It wouldn't offend anyone. 
S: You two should do it. 
B: Just like have some conversation... 
S: What girls ever talk like that? 
M: Oh I ask my mother all the time. 
S: And the rest of us, while you guys are talking, can just 
walk by (motioning) just waving our arms. 
(Laughter) 
Laughter served to validate ideas and encourage expansion of 
those ideas. In both excerpts humor enabled the group to 
play with ideas, to break boundaries of their current view 
of their work. The flow of ideas between group members is a 
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good example of how the use of humor fostered their ability 
to develop and elaborate themes, concepts, and ideas by 
loosening the bounds of thinking (Guilford, 1968; Ziv, 
1989) . 
Figure 3. Humor targets for Group 2 for each group 
development stage. 
Later in group life when ideas were more solidified, 
"task" becomes the main types of humor target. There was 
also an increase in the amount of "self" targeted humor. A 
common thread through both target types is the apparent 
purpose they served for the group. Each served to keep the 
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group on task, or to correct deviations from the set agenda. 
An example of each type will illuminate this point. 
Self: 
M: Is your name... no your name's not Tony, your name's 
Biff. 
(Laughter) 
Task: 
M: Hi...Oh my God! 
L: I know, I can't flirt with you. 
(Laughter) 
In the first example, M realized she had made a "mistake" 
and quickly made a joke about it. This eased any pressure 
on her. By joking and laughing at herself along with others 
in the group the mistake was allowed to be smoothed over and 
the process to continue. In the second incident, M and L 
are role playing a man and woman who were supposed to 
flirt. They appeared unable to step outside of themselves 
and into role. The humor of the situation produced laughter 
which again eased the tension and helped keep the group on 
task. 
Group 2 primarily used "task" and "non-directed" type 
humor targets. In the early part of the group experience, 
this seemed to help establish group identity and boundaries 
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while promoting comfort between group members. This led to 
the group to begin creative expression and development. In 
the later stages of the group's experience, these targets 
were used to keep the group focused on their work and 
release tension when it arose. 
Group 3 
Group 3 started off with very few incidents of humor in 
the early stages of the group process. Only about one 
fourth of the humor identified for this group occurred 
outside of Group Development Stage 4 (see Table 4.7). Two 
points should be made here. One, in viewing the tape, it 
seems clear that attempts at humor did occur but they did 
not meet the criteria set for inclusion in this study - two 
or more people other than the initiator did not laugh. Two, 
There was no measurement for this group in Group Development 
Stage 3. Both of these points will be discussed further in 
the next chapter. Early on the group decided on a 
direction for their project which had a major impact on the 
types of targets used. They seemed to be searching for 
structure, and when one was suggested they attached 
themselves to it. 
S: I distinctly remember the aura of the room that day of 
the first group meeting. It was a very quiet day. We 
were simply searching for ideas. I proposed the idea 
of a news show format. To my surprise, no one in the 
group offered alternative suggestions, and we quickly 
went with the idea. 
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Table 4.7 
Humor Target Preferences and Group Development Stages for 
Group 3+ 
Group Development Stage 
Tarqet 
GDS1 GDS2 GDS3 GDS4 Total 
Self 0 1 ★ 2 3 
Other in Group 1 0 * 10 11 
Generalized Other 0 2 * 6 8 
Task 0 0 * 3 3 
Non-Directed 2 2 * 1 5 
Total 3 5 ★ 22 30 
*The group was not observed at this developmental 
stage. 
+ does not include undetermined targets 
The particular structure they established focused and 
perhaps restricted the type of humor targets they would 
utilize. The idea of a news show seems to mandate that the 
"generalized other" type target would be employed, since 
news shows typically center around a variety of celebrities. 
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Figure 4. Humor targets for Group 3 for each group 
development stage. 
This type of targeting was the second most frequently used 
target type for this group. Even within the confines of 
this structure, this type of targeting achieved at least two 
purposes. Not only did it allow them to add to their 
structure, but it allowed them to cohere as a group by 
targeting the perceived leader, or authority, and 
establishing their own power, or independence (Bennis & 
Shepard, 1956; Lacoursiere, 1980). In the following 
excerpt, the group targets the course instructor within the 
context of their structure. 
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C: Are you going to use the stuff about TLS [as a child 
molester]. 
S: I didn't write that. 
J: (to the camera) It was her idea. 
C: No it wasn't. 
S: You're gonna get credit anyhow. 
C: Oh great. Just make it as graphic as possible. 
K: Maybe we can get a snap shot. 
J: A photo. 
(Laughter) 
B: Maybe we say something about UMass... 
S: Where is he from, okay Amherst, whatever. 
B: Should we have him say something like, when asked to 
comment, he's not saying he did it or that he didn't do it. 
Like the same kind of answer he gives you. 
K: He said he was looking for gratuities. 
(Laughter) 
B: I was just expressing myself in a creative manner. 
(about 20 seconds of silence) 
B: His response could be "questions, comments, ah, 
gratuities" 
(Laughter) 
There is clearly some tension involved in whether or not the 
authority will somehow retaliate for this targeting as 
indicated by J's statement "It was her idea". Others felt 
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less apprehension, as demonstrated by the remainder of this 
interaction. 
Even within the structure established, the most 
frequently used humor target type was "other in group". As 
in Group 1 this target type seemed to be used to keep the 
group on task, which at times meant pushing others in the 
group. 
C: Umm, On the national news tonight, Paul Tsongas, in a 
strong move, with the Democratic National - wait, that 
doesn't make sense. Hold on, okay - In the national news 
tonight, paul Tsongas made a strong political move towards 
the Democratic National Convention tonight. Paul dropped 
the 'T' in his name. We have Keith on Beacon Hill, - oh 
wait, what's your name? What's your name gonna be? 
K: I have no idea? Any ideas? 
S: Trap? 
K: (Chuckling) Yeah, give me a good name. 
(ten second pause) 
S: Stockton?... Stockton Cromwell? 
(Laughter) 
K: Good enough. 
C: Stockton...Cromwell... Should I call you Stock or 
Stockton. 
M: Stocky. 
(Laughter) 
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K: Yeah Stocky. No, Stockton. I'm interviewing someone, 
right? 
M: Yeah, me. 
K: So could you say that? 
C: I'll put it in. With Paul Tsongas, right? 
K: No. 
M: Some... 
K: Ulysses S. Grant the third. 
C: Is that who you are? 
(Laughter) 
K: Now I'll ask you the questions. What kind of effect will 
his name change have on his popularity? 
M: Definitely a good move for Paul Tsongas politically. The 
common man is now better able to associate with him. 
K: How have members on both sides of the fence reacted so 
far? 
M: Democrats seem to think he sold out to public demand. 
Republicans seem to feel he's a - I don't even know what the 
word is. Iraqi sympathizer? 
S: Iraqi. 
M: Yeah, Iraqi. 
K: Is he setting a precedent in hopes that other candidates 
will follow suit and change their names to be more in theme 
with the public? 
M: I don't have an answer for that one. 
S: Make one up. 
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J: Yes. Just say yes. 
(Laughter) 
In much of the above interaction, humor is used in an almost 
ancillary fashion to the creative process. The offering of 
the name "Trap" was some sort of inside joke between S and 
K, who knew each other prior to this group's formation. The 
comments "Stocky" and "Is that who you are?" served perhaps 
to clarify a point, but seemed to be targeting K and M, 
respectively, in a playful manner that allowed the process 
to continue uninterrupted. The group was joking with each 
other in little ways, which allowed them to release tension, 
stay on task, and remain within prescribed boundaries. 
Humor was used to narrow and focus ideas rather than broaden 
them. 
"Other in group" type targeting also helped contribute 
new ideas to the ongoing creative process. While honing 
down a portion of their presentation, two group members 
engaged in the following interaction. 
K: I'll call you like unscrupulous. 
J: And I'll say what do you mean by that. 
K: Unscrupulous? It's like... 
J: Well I know what unscrupulous means. 
(Laughter) 
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J's final comment cut off K in order to keep the group on 
task rather than going off on some tangent. In addition, 
the humor in this situation allowed the group to distance 
themselves from a misunderstanding or mistake. This 
distance later allowed the group to examine the incident as 
object rather than subject, or something outside of the 
group rather an integrated part of the group (Kegan, 1982). 
Eventually this interaction was incorporated into the 
group's final product. In this case humor allowed the group 
to simultaneously stay on task, create safety, and place 
boundaries on one idea while creating another. 
Group 3 displayed the lowest frequency of humor 
incidents for any of the four groups examined in this study. 
However, there were still some trends evident. The main 
target types were "other in group" and "generalized other". 
The effect these two types of humor targets had on the group 
was to facilitate group identity and cohesion, to keep the 
group on task, and to release tension. Most of the "other 
in group" type targeting took the form of playful banter, 
functioning to foster interaction and productivity rather 
than expressing hostility. 
Group 4 
In each of the group development stages observed for 
Group 4 there was a different type of humor target that was 
most prevalent. In earliest part of their process incidents 
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of humor were fairly evenly distributed among the various 
humor target types. There was no measurement for Group 4 at 
GDS1 so an assumption is being made that they quickly 
oriented themselves and moved to the next stage. 
Table 4.8 
Humor Target Preferences and Group Development Stages for 
Group 4+ 
Group Development Stage 
Tarqet 
GDS1 GDS2 GDS3 GDS4 Total 
Self * 4 7 8 19 
Other in Group * 3 4 18 25 
Generalized Other * 2 1 1 4 
Task ★ 5 4 24 33 
Non-Directed * 6 1 8 15 
Total * 20 17 59 96 
*The group was not observed at this developmental 
stage. 
+ does not include undetermined targets 
GDS3 saw a peak in the number of "self" types. 
Throughout the process "other in group" and "task" type 
targets steadily increased in percentage use, and were the 
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dominant target types in GDS4. Table 4.8 indicates humor 
targets for Group 4. 
In the early stages of the group process. Group 4 used 
a variety of humor target types in what appeared to be a 
way to orient themselves to the task at hand and seek out 
safety in the group. "Normally a person is not held 
responsible for what he does in jest to the same degree that 
he would be for a serious gesture” (Emerson, 1969, p. 181). 
G: In the beginning, humor was an introduction, a buffer. 
We were all a little tentative about putting our ideas 
on the line, so we fielded them as jokes. 
B: Humor was a facilitator for us as a group. It let us 
discuss ideas without getting hurt or worked up. It 
let us move from topic to topic. 
Using a variety of humor target types allowed Group 4 
to discuss the group purpose and establish parameters for 
what was acceptable to the group. The group seemed to use 
humor to establish parameters throughout their process while 
at the same time formulating and developing ideas. The 
following excerpt exemplifies how the group could discuss 
purpose while at the same time recognizing and assume its 
own identity and empowerment. 
A: I don't think there's any rules here. It's whatever we 
want to do as a group. 
(10 second pause) 
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G: I think we might want to ask him if we can... 
B: He'll just say what she said. 
A: Oh yeah, that's the point of this whole process. 
G: Is that creative? 
E: It doesn't have to be creative. 
A: Funny, or creative, or both. Those are the only rules. 
G: We should pick out dance skits. 
(Laughter) 
G's comment, focusing on the task, indicates he was 
willing to accept and agree with what the others were saying 
about the purpose of the group. In addition, it helped ease 
some of the tension that was springing from this discussion. 
In another sense, he was overtly acknowledging for himself 
and the group an independence from external control over the 
group's process. 
While the group was establishing itself and its 
purpose, the group members were also establishing parameters 
for what sorts of ideas and behaviors would be acceptable 
for inclusion in the group. This was an ongoing process for 
Group 4, which is epitomized by the following excerpt. 
E: What do you mean by violence? What kind of violence are 
you talking about? 
G: Terminator style. 
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A: Yeah. Where you get out machine guns and mow people 
down, heavy duty violence... 
G: I urn... 
A: Shoot everybody in the knees, and we all fall to the 
floor. 
G: I personally, I'm partial to violent comedy. 
(Laughter) 
A: Monty Python. 
G: You think if you have the correct intellect it may not 
effect you, but that doesn't necessarily mean it's that way 
for anyone else. 
A: Well hey, we could use me as a character in the skit, you 
know, the uptight woman who doesn't want to deal with it... 
B: Yeah that's true. 
A: Got her hair up in a bun, who wants to cover the world in 
goofy sweet stuff, you know like... 
B: Like Graham Chapman comes in on Monty Python and says 
"Stop that, that's too silly." She could be like "That's 
too violent." 
A: That's too violent, that's just too violent. 
B: It hurts me to watch you all. Can't you do something 
with flowers - getting water. 
A was attempting to keep ideas around violence out of 
the group discourse. By using himself as a target for humor 
G kept that avenue open by removing the restrictions A was 
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trying to establish. In a sense, he was setting a boundary, 
or norm, of 'no limits on ideas, at least not yet'. A, and 
the group, was then able distance her/itself from the 
incident and preset views to allow the creative process to 
continue. As occurred in Group 3, the incident was able 
become incorporated into the way the group thought about the 
product they were producing. 
Figure 5. Humor targets for Group 4 for each group 
development stage. 
This incident also demonstrates how the group used 
humor to vie for leadership of the group and set boundaries 
on each other. G was clearly not going to let A set the 
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agenda for the group, and A seemed intent on not allowing 
him, or the other men in the group, to completely dominate 
the group, as evidenced by these journal entries. 
G: I butted heads with A once or twice, but I am a power 
freak so that is no surprise! 
A: G still dominates the process. Most of the time it was 
his over me - sometimes I get amazed. J and R start 
working on the a debutante scene - I instinctively 
begin directing - with G. Here's an area I can 
dominate easily. J and R's lack of self confidence 
really bugs me. I feel the historic suppression of 
women in their bones and muscles, in the flat undercut 
of their voices, in the immobility of their bodies - 
how frightened to move about they are - compared to the 
guys who strut and peacock about. 
G: A is more like me (why we butt heads). She also takes 
charge and thwarts my attempts. Hey it is good and I 
want to remain honest, but she also must practice that 
restraint. I can see the possibility of confrontation 
here so I will have to diffuse that situation if I am 
able. 
A: His [G] air as the group authority in or out seemed 
almost convincing - even to me whose character was 
being altered without a second thought. Truly this is 
a group of Be There or Be Square. I find myself 
gearing up for group survival 609 and elbow my way into 
the testosterone and sweat glands, roll up my sleeves 
and swing a few only to have B take offense at my 
'interrupting' him. 
One way this power struggle was manifested by targeting 
others who attempted to jump into the fray, particularly B. 
The following excerpts demonstrate this point. 
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B: That'd be more funny, if her role is vague the whole way 
through. 
G: That would be funny, that would be interesting. 
B: I love that idea. That is the coolest, that makes a lot 
of sense to me. 
A: Oh. Oh that means I can't not love it, right? 
(Laughter) 
B: She goes in and tries to make us behave, and we start and 
try to accommodate her... 
A: We're Saturday Night Live behind the scene, you know. 
B: I hate it when I can't finish a sentence. I'm sorry. 
A: I'm really sorry. It's a terrible habit. T called me on 
it too this weekend. 
E: Everybody does it. 
G: Alright go ahead B. 
B: I forgot what I was saying. 
E: (To A) See what you did? 
B: It's okay, it's not your fault. 
E: See what you did? 
B: I'm just different from most people. I can't just jump 
in and banter like that. 
A: That's important to know and I'm sorry. 
B: No you, I don't want to make you feel... 
G: B, how do you feel now? 
(Laughter) 
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"Other in group" type targeting increased as the group 
cohered. This seems connected to the group's dynamic of 
establishing a sort of pecking order and instituting a 
structure (Linstead, 1985; Duncan & Feisal, 1989; Vinton, 
1989). Group 4 was the only group to manifest any 
significant appreciable level of humor used for conflict or 
control functions, which is most likely related to this 
power struggle. The above excerpts show the group using 
humor to challenge a proposed direction for the group ("I 
personally, I'm partial to violent comedy"), releasing 
tension while setting boundaries ("B, how do you feel 
now?"), and questioning norms ("Oh. Oh that means I can't 
not love it, right?"). This bantering helped keep the group 
focused on their work while negotiating the boundaries of 
power and structure (Radcliffe-Brown, 1940; Linstead, 1985; 
Vinton, 1989; Coser, 1956). The use of humor allowed 
underlying issues to surface in a palatable manner so that 
the group members could express their ideas, opinions, and 
feelings in a safe, yet productive manner. 
The use of humor to surface latent dynamics enables the 
participants in the interaction to detach themselves from 
full ownership of their discourse (Emerson, 1969). Note the 
following journal entry and tape excerpt. 
A: E comes in, dressed to the nines - I notice a definite 
'young man' aura and let myself fantasize about him in 
a playful way. 
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E: What's this say? 
A: I get pulled in. 
E: I thought it was "Sex pulled in" but that's a "g". 
A: That's your mind, not mine. 
(Laughter) 
As internal dynamics become reflected in external life of 
the group, humor paralleled this process for Group 4 
(Schein, 1982). Again, humor allows distance and safety to 
be achieved. A was able to back away from sexualized 
feelings that must not have felt safe to act on. E did not 
seem to be making any sort of overture to her, but A's 
statement appears to be more for the purpose of creating 
distance from her own thoughts than creating distance from 
E. 
As the group project became more focused and the group 
boundaries more fixed, humor was targeted first ar "self" 
then at "task" and "other in group". In all three cases, it 
appears the purpose was to keep the group focused and on 
task. As in the other groups, many of the things that were 
laughed at were mistakes and confusion. Humor and laughter 
served to release tension and allow the process to continue 
fairly undisturbed. 
G: Give me, give me a female derogatory. 
J: Wench. 
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G: No non-verbal. 
J: I could just go "It's very nice" (looks away and rolls 
eyes). Like that. 
B: Or you could go "It's very nice, bitch (feigned 
laughter). 
(Laughter) 
A: That's good. I like that. 
B: At the same time, ha ha ha ha. 
J: That's good. 
G: So you go...mine cost five thousand. What do you think of 
it? 
J: Very nice, bitch. 
G and J: (feigned laughter) 
(Laughter) 
G: So who did you come with? 
J: I came with Charles. He's over at Harvard and he's going 
to be a lawyer. 
G: Charles huh. Is he a gentleman? 
J: Very much so. 
G: I came with Benny. Benny's going to school... 
J: Benjamin. Benjamin. 
G: Benjamin? 
o 
A: Benjamin. 
G: I also shouldn't feel my stubble I suppose. 
(Laughter) 
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Humor in most of the preceding excerpt was concerned with 
the content of the interaction, or the task. Laughter 
served to show validate that the humor attempt was indeed 
funny. In essence the laughter served to say "Yes, we 
agree. That is funny." The exception seems to be G's comment 
"I also shouldn't feel my stubble I suppose." His targeting 
of himself while in the role of a woman allowed the group to 
move back and forth between reality and fantasy. Humor 
permitted simultaneous existence in both realms. As with 
Group 2, gender cross over, even in role plays, evoked a 
response of incongruence. The resulting laughter served to 
resolve that incongruence and release any tension. 
Targeting of "other in group" became less pointed. 
Humor was perceived when a deviation from the expected 
occurred. In the following excerpt, E forgot what he was 
supposed to do next. The group found humor in this 
situation again seems to be related to the release of 
tension (Berlyne, 1960, 1972). 
A: Wait does either one of you remember? You don't say 
bathroom. It's powder room. 
J: Yeah, powder room. 
A: Powder room, yeah. 
R: "I'll ask this waiter, here. Can you tell me where the 
powder room is? 
E: (Pause) 
(Laughter) 
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The types of humor targets used by Group 4 changed as 
the group evolved, as did the manner in which those targets 
were used. Early target usage was fairly evenly distributed 
amongst all the target categories. It functioned to 
introduce the group members to each other and to orient the 
group to its task. As Group 4 cohered, they began to use 
humor to establish social and cognitive boundaries and 
norms, which included struggles for influence and authority 
within the group. As with the other groups, the later 
stages of group life saw humor targeting functioning to keep 
the group focused on their work and to release tension. 
Throughout the group's life, humor served to externally 
manifest internal dynamics, such as power and sexuality. 
Summary for Targets of Humor 
Each of the groups in this study had different 
preferences or styles of humor targeting. However, even 
though the pattern of humor targets were dissimilar for all 
of the groups, the manner in which targeting functioned does 
appear to have some distinct similarities. Early stage 
targeting functioned in these groups to acclimate group 
members to each other and to the group task and to define 
boundaries for inclusion. As the group becomes somewhat 
more developed, humor targets functioned to establish status 
and to challenge and redefine boundaries. In the later part 
of group life, humor targeting helps maintain a steady flow 
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of work. Throughout the entire process, humor was used to 
release what ever tension was most prevalent at any given 
time. 
It seems, at least within the context of this study, 
groups develop a humor target preference or style particular 
to that group. More than likely this is dependent upon the 
make up of individuals in a group, but that was beyond the 
scope of this study. This preference and style seems to set 
a tone and create a pattern of targeting for the rest of the 
group life. Implications of this dynamic will be discussed 
later in this chapter. 
Cohesion 
In this section the impact of humor within the process 
of group cohesion will be examined. Cohesion can be viewed 
as "a group property with individual manifestations of 
feelings of belongingness or attraction to the group" 
(Lieberman et al., 1973, p. 337). The effect attraction has 
on interdependence and performance, the level of 
organization and order present in a group, apparent 
agreement on shared goals, and levels of trust, are all 
considered components of cohesion (Yalom, 1985; Roark & 
Sharah, 1989; Evans & Jarvis, 1980; Bales, 1950; Zander, 
1982; Gibb, 1964; Lacoursiere, 1980). Therefore, any 
examination of the impact humor has on cohesion must examine 
the manner in which unification, interaction, consensus, and 
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trust are facilitated or hindered through humor. Table 4.9 
displays a frequency distribution of the relation between 
humor and cohesion. 
A chi-square test analysis was performed in order to 
determine the level of association for the impact of humor 
in relation to cohesion across groups. A chi-square score 
of 6.86 was attained with 9 degrees of freedom. This score 
is not significant until the .70 level (see Appendix G). In 
other words, it can be stated with a high degree of 
confidence that the groups in this study were not different 
in the way humor functioned in relation to cohesion. 
Table 4.9 
Humor as a Function of Cohesion 
Group 
Function _ 
1 
Unified group 25 
Disrupted cohesion 21 
Facilitated cohesion 46 
No Impact 3 
Total 95 
2 3 4 Total 
14 6 19 64 
10 7 15 53 
35 24 56 159 
4 1 7 15 
63 36 97 291 
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An examination of the relationship of humor and 
cohesion was also done to determine if that relationship 
manifested itself similarly across developmental stages. 
Table 4.10 displays the frequency distribution of the impact 
of humor on cohesion in relation to group developmental 
stages. 
Table 4.10 
Humor as a Function of Cohesion in Relation to Group 
Development Stage (GDS) 
Group Development Stage 
Function 
GDS1 
Unified/integrated group 5 
Disrupted group process 1 
Facilitated group process 4 
No Impact 0 
Total 10 
GDS 2 GDS 3 GDS4 Total 
21 11 22 66 
28 18 18 65 
33 29 90 156 
3 3 5 11 
85 61 135 291 
A chi-square test analysis was performed in order to 
determine the level of association of cohesion functions of 
humor across group developmental stages. A chi-square score 
of 26.85 was attained with 9 degrees of freedom. This was 
significant at the .01 level (see Appendix G). Thus it can 
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be stated that the group developmental stages are 
independent from each other in the way cohesion is 
manifested through the use of humor. 
These last two tests indicate there was a discernable 
pattern all the groups exhibited in association with how 
humor functioned in relation to group cohesion. Humor 
interacted with group cohesion dynamics differently at 
different group development stages, but the process was 
similar for all of the groups (see Figure 6). The rest of 
this section will be a description and exploration of that 
process. 
Due to the manner of data collection, it is difficult 
to ascertain exactly when an incident should be considered 
in a particular group development stage. Time sampling 
collection of group development stage data was used, which 
necessitated coding development as a discrete variable. For 
that reason, some of the early examples of humor from a 
particular stage may actually reflect the previous stage. 
For example, a humor incident coded five seconds after a 
measurement of group development was taken is actually coded 
for the next measurement taken forty-five minutes later. If 
the previous measure was GDS2 and the subsequent measure was 
GDS3, the incident was coded at GDS3. Since development is 
typically viewed as a continuous dynamic process (Tuckman, 
1965; Bion, 1961? Lacoursiere, 1980; Hare, 1973; Banet, 
1976), it seems improbable that the group would have 
120 
"jumped" to the next stage. Therefore, some incidents that 
occurred shortly after GDS measurements will be examined as 
still reflecting that measurement if they manifested similar 
dynamics to incidents just prior to the measurement. 
Effect on Cohesion 
Group Development Stage 
—Unified Group —Disrupted Process 
Facilitated Process “S- No impact 
Figure 6. The effect of humor on cohesion for each group 
development stage. 
Humor and Cohesion in GDS1 
There are very few measures in this study for GDS1. 
This seems to indicate that each of the groups quickly 
oriented themselves to each other and the task. This may be 
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due in part to the fact that there was a predetermined 
purpose and a preset time frame for completion which thrust 
the group into action (Gersick, 1988). 
Humor in the early stages seemed to function primarily 
to unify the group and facilitate cohesive processes (see 
Figure 6). Group members made jokes in order to seek 
commonalities and connection. This tended to lubricate 
social interaction by serving as a way to "break the ice" 
and relieve the awkwardness of being thrown together to 
complete a task. At the same time, group members were able 
to disclose information about themselves and to get 
information about others. The following quotes help 
illustrate this point. 
L (Group 2): By using humor the group created a common 
bond, making communication easier and the 
completion of the project possible. 
M (Group 3): I think that in our group, especially in the 
beginning, there were a lot of times when 
there were embarrassed silences. We'd all be 
looking at the camera or the floor, or out 
the window, just as long as we didn't have to 
look at each other. Whenever someone would 
say something funny it would be like a breath 
of fresh air and we could all relax. 
J (Group 3): Another function humor served our group was 
getting people to relax. There were six of 
us who had never met one another and for the 
next six to seven weeks we had to work 
together and come up with a final project. 
Humor served us in easing the process of 
getting to know one another. It seemed that 
humor was something we all could identify 
with. 
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G (Group 4): We didn't know each other from a hole in the 
wall. In the beginning, humor was an 
introduction, a buffer. 
The perception of these group members is that humor did 
indeed serve as a way for people to introduce themselves and 
find commonalities, in a similar fashion to what Schutz 
(1967) has termed "goblet issues". Humor functions to be a 
vehicle by which people get to know each other, a "buffer" 
which enables them to put a part of themselves forward in a 
safe and controlled manner. 
Humor as a means of self-disclosure is also a method of 
seeking common ground with others (Coser, 1959; Linstead, 
1985; Zijderveld, 1983). Laughter is the manner in which 
this commonality can be validated, as in the following 
excerpt. 
M: We could do something about typical parent-college 
student interaction, when we go home. 
L; When I go home it's like hell. 
(Laughter) 
L offered information about her life outside of the group, 
but framed it in humor. This is a common experience for 
college age students, the conflict involved in separation 
and individuation from a family of origin (Chickering & 
Havighurst, 1981). The group laughter following L's comment 
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showed agreement, understanding, and connection. The group 
was able to be unified, at least momentarily, through 
connection to common experience. 
The use of humor in early stages of group development 
also seems to unify the group through expressing a group 
opinion and allowing the group to undergo shared emotional 
experiences. 
G: But if we were, we were just talking about the skits, and 
a commercial or something to break it up. If we started 
with people, we use the same cast of characters, maybe going 
different places, seeing different people. And that way 
they could walk out of the room for a totally different 
scene and its kind of, sort of... 
E: Does it have to be memorized while we're out there? 
A: Well that probably depends on how comfortable you are 
improving. You know improving, instead of going by the 
script. How comfortable are you improving? 
E: I don't know. I'll pick it up. It doesn't bother me. 
A: So you may be able to do that and if somebody can play 
off of that then they might be okay with that. 
G: Think about this. I say we don't write anything. We 
make it up right then. 
A: Oh, right! 
J, E, R in unison: Ohhh! 
(Laughter) 
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A: And we spend the next five classes? 
G: Sitting around, doing homework. 
(Laughter) 
As the group was getting to know each other, G's use of 
farce served to let the group outwardly agree that planning 
was essential. The response of laughter and "Ohhhi" again 
brought together momentarily. The idea of "[making] it up 
right then" elicited a common reaction because it combined 
the absurd with a real concern for group members - not being 
able to finish the project and thus being unprepared for 
their presentation. This event allowed the group to begin 
to define its boundaries as a group. The sharing of an 
emotional experience often serves as the catalyst for 
propelling a group towards group identity and cohesion 
(Schein, 1985). 
In the later part of GDS1, there was a marked increase 
in the percentage of humor that served to hinder cohesion as 
well as a marked decrease in humor that unified the group. 
The highest percentage of humor became humor that 
facilitated cohesion, but only by a few percentage points. 
This is manifested by the following excerpt seems to 
exemplify this changing trend. S had come into the room 
late, after the group had already made some decisions about 
what they were going to do. 
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J: Since we're all from the Greek area, do like, like, myths 
and realities of the Greek area. 
S: Can we get enough information on that do you think? 
M: We could do video tapes and different things and 
interviews. 
S: Oh, we could go to all the fraternities and sororities 
out back. Yeah, that's a good idea. 
M: Like, we could start out, like, kind of like, kind of 
like, um, like we'd do, like real Greek mythology. Like... 
S: Or, have someone stand in front of the class with a book 
and read from the Odvssev or something like that. 
K: Wearing an olive branch. 
S: We did that in high school. 
K: We did something like that in high school too. 
S: So let's... 
L: Should we write it down? 
M: It's a... 
L: It can't be all be on myths. 
K: No. We can go ask everybody, what's your favorite, it 
can be blips of what's your favorite, like, something like, 
stereotype of the Greek area. 
J: We should say something, like, myths, like um... 
M: We could even interview people who aren't in the Greek 
area. 
S: I don't know your names. 
K: I'm K. 
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M: I'm M. 
S: K, M. I'm S. So your father has a camera. 
M: My uncle. 
S: So your uncle does. Okay, first we could just go through 
the houses, and just, I mean... 
J: You just want to go through the houses. 
(Laughter) 
The group had discovered commonalities, was making 
metaphoric connections, and seemed to be establishing some 
semblance of trust and comfort. At that point, J began to 
push personal boundaries, making a pointed comment to S. In 
effect she was testing the bounds of the group's cohesion. 
The process these groups went through in this stage 
appears to be one of alternating convergence and divergence. 
In the early part of the stage there was a process of 
attempting to converge and agree on group goals, purpose, 
and structure. In the later part of this stage, a 
challenging of that convergence started which became much 
more apparent in the next stage. 
Humor and Cohesion in GPS2 
In GDS2, humor seemed to be used alternately to 
facilitate cohesion and hinder cohesion. Humor reflected 
the general trends that have been observed in the literature 
on group development. As bonds of similarity were being 
127 
created, the areas of contrast became apparent as well 
(Maples, 1988). This was manifested by group members 
challenging ideas before they were complete, attacks on one 
another on a personal level as subtle disagreements and 
conflicts, and attempts to assert leadership and influence 
(Caple, 1978; Lacoursiere, 1980; Schein, 1985; Bennis & 
Shepard, 1956). At the same time, this process allowed the 
groups to expand the boundaries of their cognitive and 
social structures and to increase their repertoire of 
interaction. The result was a proliferation of ideas and 
activity, some of which seemed very useful and some that 
seemed excessive or disjointed. 
B (Group 4): There was much use of humor to bring up an 
idea or topic. Why is it that we have such a 
problem just saying what we think? Perhaps 
it is the same reason men use jokes as pick¬ 
up lines at bars; the rejection isn't you or 
your ideas, it is a rejection of your joke. 
Humor was a facilitator for us as a group. 
It let us discuss ideas without getting hurt 
or worked up. It let us move from topic to 
topic. 
K (Group 1): We have a lot of great ideas, I think. We 
seem to do more talking than working. 
S (Group 2): I observed that humor served as a catalyst to 
the creative process within the group, as 
long as the humor was positive. The negative 
joking on the ideas of others served only to 
discourage contribution, only positive and/or 
constructive feedback encouraged 
contribution. 
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Humor allowed group members to bring up ideas, move from 
topic to topic, and build on ideas. At the same time, as 
differences surfaced, counterpersonal issues were manifested 
not so much as outright attacks, but as digressions which 
suspended and redirected the current flow of interaction. 
Power struggles through humor seemed to be fairly indirect, 
even when focused directly toward authority or power. 
Indirectness through humor granted group members the ability 
to question and/or challenge the emerging authority in a 
safe way. Humor can usually be declared "not serious" if 
others take offense (Emerson, 1969). This may actually 
serve as a means of asserting power in a group. A sense of 
humor is considered a desirable trait in many cultures, 
including United States culture, so contending someone lacks 
a sense of humor is one way to covertly attack their status 
(Apte, 1985; Boland & Hoffman, 1983). Even within this 
power challenging dynamic there are differences in how 
direct people are. The following excerpts demonstrate this 
style of power dynamic and degrees of directness. The first 
excerpt comes from Group 4 and the second from Group 1. 
B: That'd be more funny, if her role is vague the whole way 
through. 
G: That would be funny, that would be interesting. 
B: I love that idea. That is the coolest, that makes a lot 
of sense to me. 
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A: Oh. Oh that means I can't not love it, right? 
(Laughter) 
S: How about Sunday? Sunday? Sunday? Sunday? Sunday? 
You can't go Sunday? 
L: Why? 
J: I'm going rock climbing. 
S: Are you? That's cool. 
K: S likes your excuse, it's okay. 
(Laughter) 
In Group 4, A was explicitly confronting the direction being 
presented. Her statement in effect challenged the status 
quo, opening the potential for further discussion and 
negotiation. In Group 1 the power struggle was less overtly 
manifested, yet K plainly naming S as either having or 
trying to have some authority in the group. Humor allowed 
her to question his role and attempt to keep power at an 
equitable level, or to assert her power in the group by 
invalidating his (Dwyer, 1991; Bradney, 1957; Boland & 
Hoffman, 1983). 
The divergence of ideas and opinions present in GDS2 
and exhibited through humor also functioned to extend the 
boundaries and limits of group discourse. Humor permitted 
social and cognitive fluidity. At times, ideas were quickly 
expanded upon. 
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M: Cliquey. 
K: Everyone's dressed exactly the same, black tee shirts, 
with jeans, their hair all the same... 
M: No one can be an individual. 
(Laughter) 
K: "Is it true your house has demanded that individuals get 
out?" Have all these girls walking around totally dressed 
the same. 
(Laughter) 
M: Even talk the same. "Like hi", like hi, like hi". 
(Laughter) 
K: That's good. Well what about the money like that certain 
sororities... 
S: Have money? 
K: Should we have something about money, like urn, like 
really, really, you know, like pull up in a BMW and hop out. 
(Laughter) 
M: Or "do all the people in the Greek area, do they all get 
money from their parents?" Like have some parents handing 
out money. "Thanks Daddy" 
(Laughter) 
The back and forth flow of ideas was facilitated 
through humor. The group was able to jump to various ideas, 
building on and expanding previous ideas. Laughter 
validated ideas, and lent support and encouragement to group 
members, but did not halt or block the ongoing process. 
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Humor helped bring clarity to individual ideas and group 
directions while keeping the focus on current interactions 
and content. It seems a momentum was created and sustained 
through humor. They were "on a roll". 
Expansion of ideas also occurred outside of this sort 
of quick paced back and forth. Themes were augmented in 
quick spurts that departed from the current train of thought 
and interaction. Group cohesion was facilitated through 
agreement on addition to existing structures rather than 
replacement of them. Boundaries were expanded but on a 
smaller scale. 
S: Let's break after the dance contest, that's a break 
anyway. So the lights go out and we'll say "Cops 5-0" then 
we'll go "Stay tuned for a commercial break". 
L: Please bear with us. 
S: What are we going to do. I'll do one commercial by 
myself. 
B: I don't know if this will offend anyone, but, if two 
girls wanted to do one, it could get some laughs... 
L: I know what you're going to say. 
B: One could say "Mom, do you douche?" 
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L: I knew you were going to say that! 
(Laughter) 
B: I think, I think it would be really funny, we wouldn't 
have to change your clothes. It wouldn't offend anyone. 
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S: You two should do it. 
B: Just like have some conversation... 
S: What girls ever talk like that? 
M: Oh I ask my mother all the time. 
S: And the rest of us, while you guys are talking, can just 
walk by (motioning) just waving our arms. 
(Laughter) 
Laughter served to validate ideas and encourage expansion of 
those ideas. In both excerpts humor promoted a sort of 
"cognitive playfulness", enabling the group to flow with 
ideas and to alter boundaries of the current group cognitive 
and social structures (Guilford, 1968; Ziv, 1989). Humor 
simultaneously allowed the groups to work within and create 
new boundaries of group connection. 
In GDS2, the groups experienced an expansion of ideas, 
boundaries, and behaviors. This divergence from previously 
established purpose, goals, and structures was manifested in 
confrontation, both overt and covert, and fast paced 
invention and development of ideas, themes, and images. The 
next stage saw the groups resolve many of the issues from 
stage two, at least outwardly, and harness and refine the 
divergence as they became more cohesive units. 
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Humor and Cohesion in GPS3 
As the groups moved into GDS3, humor increasing was 
used to facilitate cohesion. Humor that kept the group from 
coming together declined in percentage of incidence, as did 
humor that unified the entire group and temporarily stopped 
current group processes, though to a lesser degree. This 
seems to reflect a solidification of structures and norms. 
Leadership issues were either resolved or put aside as time 
constraints become more figural (Gersick, 1988). What felt 
to some as a 'process out of control' got reigned in to a 
more unitary direction and effort. 
S (Group 2): The snowballing of ideas at times got out of 
hand. We often broke too far off on 
tangents. When we concentrated on working 
with our basic plot, our ideas fit into place 
better. 
A (Group 4): What feels like a chaotic plunge into murky 
waters, turned out by the end of the session 
to have its own rhyme and reason. Somehow 
we've come up with a real plan - a solid 
outline. 
The end result each group was trying to achieve was 
becoming clearer. Humor helped concretize and build upon 
the prevailing ideas and was less often used to create new 
ones. Frequently this entailed making small additions and 
changes to current ideas or structures, or combining 
existing ideas or structures. When this was done, laughter 
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as a response to humor served to validate efforts, show 
support for group members, and reinforce group boundaries. 
S: It's got to be four syllables, right? 
J: It should be. 
S: And it has to rhyme with 'onic'. 
(ten second pause) 
S: Hooked on phonics. 
(Laughter) 
K: Now we're doing commercials. 
J: What's a proctologist? 
R: Oh, I don't really know. He says it's a pain in the ass. 
G: Alright, say his labs are a pain in the butt. 
R: Alright. 
G: Pain in the anus. 
A: And do, and do your little heh heh heh heh again. 
G: Yes. 
(Laughter) 
In both of the above examples, the group seemed to be saying 
"Yes, that's how we do things in this group. You are one of 
us." In the second excerpt, A was bringing an idea from one 
part of the process to be included in this part. The effect 
was a bridging and refinement of the process. Similar 
events transpired in the first group. A predetermined 
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structure was built upon, ideas fit to form. In this case, 
a bridge was made to the external environment, connecting 
larger cultural manifestations with the small group culture, 
but keeping the small group culture intact. 
It should be noted that what appears to be the main 
difference between manifestations of humor in GDS2 and GDS3 
is the quality of reinforcing and coalescing structures, 
concepts and ideas. The groups were no longer trying to 
figure out what would be a part of their processes, but how 
these things would look and how structures could be refined. 
The following excerpt illustrates this point. 
K: So do you want to talk that out now, or do you... 
S: Yeah, you might as well. So rockers against drugs take 
the ah... 
C: I don't think this is so funny. I don't know (she 
laughs). 
S: We have the, urn, I don't know, we'll cut into you or 
something, we'll give you a guitar or something like that. 
J: Yeah I could get a dungaree jacket all chopped up. 
S: Yeah. 
K: We should have him like doing drugs, and then like have 
them catch him off screen, like that. 
J: Maybe a bottle of beer. I used to do drugs, now I just 
drink heavily. 
(Laughter) 
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C: Or have him like with a straw in your hand up to your 
nose, and like turn around really quick and move it. 
K: Yeah, that's what I mean. Something like that. Oh yeah 
we're on the air. 
S: Or like urn... 
J: I used to party every night, get high, have a lot fun.. 
K: Make a lot of money. 
J: Make a lot of money. 
K: Now I don't make a lot of money. 
(Laughter) 
The back and forth flow of ideas stayed within the realm of 
the pre-established structure, a news cast. Humor 
functioned to validate ideas while maintaining a particular 
direction. In this stage, humor is used more often to keep 
the group focused on current processes and maintaining group 
confines rather than creating new boundaries. 
Challenges to group boundaries did come up in GDS3, but 
even then they occurred within the confines of predetermined 
norms and patterns. 
(A enters room) 
G: (looking at watch) Yes, yes. 
B: Hey it really hurts us when you come late. 
A: It's my turn. You set the precedent, you can't ever be 
late. 
(Laughter) 
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This entire interaction had a somewhat sarcastic tone to it 
and clearly was making reference to an earlier session in 
which several group members were late. A in effect was 
letting the group know she was merely acting within what 
appeared to be a group norm, while at the same time venting 
her frustration in a covert manner. Vestiges of earlier 
stages are present in the attempts to assert authority 
through humor in GDS3, but they are less volatile than in 
GDS2 and are more in aligned with established group norms. 
While power struggles lessened, group cohesion and 
autonomy seemed to manifest itself through expressions of 
humor. A mastery over the task at hand, combined with 
stabilized group structures, allowed groups to quickly build 
on previously organized aspects of group life. For example, 
Group 1 had decided they needed a "time filler". The idea 
of incorporating images from the outside, specifically media 
images, had already been established. That set up the 
following interaction. 
L: This is a test of the Humor and Creativity Broadcast 
System. 
J: This is not really a test. If this were a test, you 
would not be watching a film right now. 
(Laughter) 
L: This is not... really... a test. 
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K: It's really a participative skit in the middle of the 
room. Why don't you all join in? 
(Laughter) 
L: Should we say that? 
K: This is not a test, this is actually a video tape we're 
doing for class. 
L: But if it were really a test, we'd ask you to take out a 
clean sheet of paper, put your books on the floor... 
(Laughter) 
J: But we needed a time filler. 
(Laughter) 
K: Do it! 
(Laughter) 
The group used humor to distance themselves from and mock 
the process in which they were involved, while 
simultaneously being embedded in it. This again is 
reflective of the developmental process of differentiating 
self from the environment (Kegan, 1982; McGhee, 1979). A 
sense of "groupness" was strengthened. Personal issues had 
been put aside for the time being so that the group's work 
could attract the group's attention and energy. The group 
was quickly able to couple ideas into a form that fit their 
structures. Laughter served concurrently to show agreement, 
to be an outward manifestation of a shared emotional 
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experience, and to keep the group process flowing in a 
particular direction. 
While much of the humor in GDS3 appeared to have the 
effect of maintaining and strengthening group cohesion, 
there appears to have been some restricting or conforming 
properties too. Humor which functions in this way seems to 
reflect the dynamic of requiring adherence to group norms, 
thus creating a dynamic of "groupthink" (Janus & Mann, 
1977), or what Goodman (1983) calls "a hardening of the 
attitudes". The following excerpt from Group 1 comes from 
the incident involving one member's disclosure about her 
Native Canadian heritage, which was previously discussed in 
the target section above. 
S: Yeah, yeah, well the whole thing was, they were all 
thinking it was some playful thing whatever, and then, I 
guess, a large proportion of the Native Americans got really 
upset because they thought it was, being, urn, kind of like a 
negative stereotype. Which they, they have a right to, to, 
uh, I was just wondering, I mean, I know you're... 
M: I think the Indians have a right to, too. 
S: I'm not saying that they don't. She's like attacking 
me. . . 
M: I am not. 
(Laughter) 
K: Hey, she might (gestures) scalp you. 
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S: Scalp me. 
J: Come on, give us a war hoop. 
(Laughter) 
S and the others were letting M know what sorts of topics 
and opinions would be allowed in the group. The interaction 
created a feeling of alienation for M and limited the 
possible scope of her involvement in and contribution to the 
group, as indicated by her reference to it in her exit 
interview. 
M: In one of our discussions I made a remark about my 
Canadian Indian Heritage, which I am proud of, and S 
went off that topic and started asking me my view on 
the "Tomahawk Chop". Since he said it with a sarcastic 
tone in his voice, I was embarrassed by his comment and 
regretted that I ever mentioned my nationality. 
In GDS3 groups solidified group structures, norms, and 
ideas. Behaviors were fit to form as the groups cohered. 
Convergence as singular units continued, with fewer 
deviations from structures and norms were attempted or 
tolerated. New ideas were less frequent as current ones 
were developed and often coupled with other already existing 
ideas and images. This solidification and refinement 
process remained prevalent in GDS4. 
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Humor and Cohesion in GDS4 
Humor in GDS4 functioned to solidify group boundaries 
even further and to keep the group focused on the group's 
work as well as the quality of that work. The dominant 
property of humor in GDS4 in relation to cohesion was as a 
facilitator of cohesion. Humor incidents tended to be brief 
and were directed at either the task or a group member in an 
effort to maintain productivity. 
A comparison can be made to someone in a canoe 
travelling down a smoothly flowing river. She or he only 
needs to dip the paddle in the water once in a while to keep 
things on course. In this sense, humor seemed to function 
to steer the group back on course when deviating from 
productive work. 
One way in which this occurred was as a tension 
release. As the deadline for the completion of their 
project approached, tension levels rose, which impacted on 
productivity. Humor provided an outlet for that tension, 
thus allowing optimal performance to continue (Yates, 1979) 
L (Group 1): Tension arose in our group meetings every 
once in a while. Joking was a good way to 
relieve it. If members of the group were 
becoming irritated with each other or the 
task, a good laugh always helped to put 
everyone at ease and hopefully in better 
moods. 
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Excessive tension and arousal both serve to lower 
productivity (Berlyne, 1960). For this reason, the groups 
appeared to need quick outlets for their tension. Humor fit 
the bill, but could not be extended for long periods, or it 
would detract from the process. Humor was still present, 
but often took the form of playful banter. 
S: This is just a rough copy now, right L? 
L: No. 
S: That's real? 
L: Yeah. 
K: She's going to put some red in there and different 
colors, you know. 
L: You don't like what I'm doing? 
S: Call me a perfectionist. 
L: Call me a slob. 
(Laughter) 
The preceding excerpt involved an interaction in which one 
group member was expressing concerns over quality of the 
final product. There was disagreement over what denoted 
quality. Both parties were able to express their opposing 
views quickly, the tension decreased, and the group process 
was able to continue on its course practically undisturbed. 
When a group seemed to be going too far of course, 
humor helped guide the process back to the task at hand. 
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K: I'll call you like unscrupulous. 
J: And I'll say what do you mean by that. 
K: Unscrupulous? It's like... 
J: Well I know what unscrupulous means. 
(Laughter) 
J's comment in effect said to K "Yes I know, now lets get on 
with this". Since the interaction was framed in humor, the 
group was able to re-enter the ongoing discourse without 
anyone losing face, and without going off on a tangent. As 
noted earlier, the group was able to come back to this 
incident and incorporate it into its final product, 
indicating the humorous framing helped the group members 
create enough psychological distance from the incident to 
enable them to view it objectively. 
This same process was fostered by individuals using 
themselves as vehicles for humor, possibly as targets. This 
allowed the group to get back on task when the topic and 
flow seemed to become superfluous. 
B: What are we going to do about the old lady? 
S: Oh it doesn't have to be exact. 
K: Just bring in that wig. 
S: Yeah I was thinking that. 
K: He has a big wig. 
S: I have a long blond wig. If someone wanted to wear it. 
144 
K: I'll do it, I don't care. 
(Laughter) 
K agreed to put himself in a ludicrous position, thus 
evoking laughter, in order to push the group back on task. 
His statement was a way of establishing priorities for the 
group by bringing tangential interaction to a quick end. 
The group was then able to refocus on their previous work. 
Often humor took the form of laughing at "mistakes". 
Individuals were able to maintain their status, escape 
ridicule from others, and facilitate tension release by 
turning a mistake into humor. The effect of confusion and 
errors was able be minimized in this way, the process could 
proceed, and internal and external group boundaries could 
remain intact. 
G (Group 4): The humor was when someone flubbed a line. 
M: Is your name... no your name's not Tony, your name's 
Biff. 
(Laughter) 
M quickly changed the focus of her statement, in essence 
saying "Yeah I messed up. Let's keep going." By laughing 
it off, the group could maintain its present direction. 
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A final function of humor in GDS4 was to help the 
groups hone down both content and process. In this sense, 
humor functioned in a similar fashion as in GDS3. 
Boundaries were refined and bolstered. Particular items 
needing to be addressed were identified. All of this was 
done in a context of strengthening group cohesion and 
refining expression of cultural assumptions and values. 
B: Oh great. I suppose I have to die now and go play with 
the girls and not have any fun! Aaaaarrrhhhhh! 
(Ten second pause) 
G: Yes. (places fake sword at his crotch) 
(Laughter) 
G: Ahh, the Schwartz. It's on the next page. 
E: I can see your little schwartz is as big as mine then. 
Turn to the Dark Side my little Luke. Join me. It's not 
too late to file 'dependent' on your 9992 tax returns. Join 
me now! 
G: Never! 
(They feign sword fighting then begin dancing) 
G: Ahhh! 
E: We have to work on that dance. 
(Laughter) 
E's comment focuses on the current process. The intent is 
not to suggest new ideas or structures, or even to expand on 
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current ones. The intent is clearly of a corrective nature. 
In GDS4, humor was used to reinforce already 
established structures, norms, and ideas. The 
solidification and refinement process of GDS3 moved into 
high gear in GDS4 as time pressures increased with 
approaching deadlines. 
Summary for Cohesion 
As a group moves through developmental stages, it 
typically becomes more cohesive. Cohesion is interdependent 
with many factors in group development - trust, 
communication, risk taking, shared experiences, acceptance, 
etc. Humor also appears to be interdependent with cohesion. 
The functions humor serves for a group seem related to the 
level of cohesion and/or development of that group. 
The groups in this study used humor in particular ways 
at different periods of group life. Since development is a 
continuous process, there was plenty of overlap in the 
functions of humor from stage to stage. Still there were 
some dominant trends. In GDS1, humor was used first as a 
tension release and as a way to get to know each other. As 
the groups moved from late GDS1 into GDS2, humor functioned 
to establish hierarchical relationships, challenge emerging 
norms, and expand social and cognitive boundaries of the 
group. GDS3 humor reflected and facilitated the group 
members coming to terms with each other, promoted an 
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agreement about and definition of set group boundaries, and 
fostered building upon established ideas and structures. In 
GDS4, humor predominately functioned to reinforce group 
organizing principles and facilitate the group staying on 
task. 
In essence, humor appears to be firmly embedded in the 
process of cohesion, its functions reflecting the figural 
issues facing a group. As the level of cohesion changes, so 
do the primary functions humor serves. 
Creativity 
In this section the connection of humor to creativity 
will be examined. It is important to note that this study 
was not exploring the broad connection of humor and 
creativity. The focus was specifically on the role of humor 
in enhancing a creative environment and in producing new 
ideas. 
Table 4.11 displays a frequency distribution of humor's 
impact on creativity within each of the groups. A chi- 
square test analysis was performed in order to determine the 
level of association for the impact of humor in relation to 
creativity across groups. A chi-square score of 2.39 was 
attained with 6 degrees of freedom. This score is not 
significant until the .90 level. In other words, it can be 
stated with a high degree of confidence that the groups in 
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this study were not different in the way humor functioned in 
relation to creativity. 
Table 4.11 
Humor as Function of Creativity 
Effect on Creativity 
Grouo 1 Grouo 2 Grouo 3 Grouo 4 Total 
Facilitated 56 33 23 53 165 
Hindered 15 9 4 13 41 
No Impact 24 21 9 31 85 
Total 95 63 36 97 291 
An examination of the relationship of humor and 
creativity was also done to determine if that relationship 
manifested itself similarly across developmental stages. 
Table 4.12 displays the frequency distribution of the impact 
of humor on creativity in relation to group developmental 
stages. 
A chi-square test analysis was performed in order to 
determine level of association of cohesion functions of 
humor across group developmental stages. A chi-square score 
of 43.21 was attained with 6 degrees of freedom. This was 
significant at all levels. The group developmental stages 
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are independent from each other in the way humor is 
connected to creativity. 
Table 4.12 
Humor as a Function of Creativity in Relation to Group 
Development Stage (GDS) 
Effect 
Group Development Stage 
GDS1 
Facilitated Creativity 6 
Hindered Creativity 1 
No Impact 3 
Total 10 
GDS 2 GDS 3 GDS4 Total 
49 36 73 164 
19 19 5 44 
17 6 57 83 
85 61 135 291 
These last two tests indicate there was a discernable 
pattern all the groups exhibited in association with how 
humor functions in relation to group creativity. Humor 
interacted with group creativity differently at different 
group development stages, but the process was similar for 
all of the groups. The rest of this section will be a 
description and exploration of that process. 
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Effect on Creativity 
Group Development Stage 
Facilitated -1- Hindered -No Impact 
Figure 7. The effect of humor on creativity for each group 
development stage. 
Humor and Creativity in GDS1 
As in the exploration of GDS1 and cohesion, there are 
few measures of humor as a function of creativity in GDS1. 
However, in GDS1 humor seems primarily be connected to 
facilitating creativity. To a lesser degree, there were 
times when humor had no impact on creativity, and to an even 
lesser degree, hindered creativity. Since it already has 
been seen that humor in the early stages tends to be a 
reaching out to seek commonalities, there seems to be a 
predisposition towards humor that fosters connection and 
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early acceptance rather than distance and judgement in these 
groups. This was manifested as a tentativeness and anxiety 
about openly beginning the creative process. The group 
members needed to seek some level of comfort before they 
were able to commit to taking chances with putting their 
ideas out to the group. Humor facilitated that process. 
L (Group 1): Humor not only was present throughout our 
group meetings, but also at the very 
beginning to make the introduction smoother. 
L (Group 2): By using humor the group created a common 
bond, making communication easier and the 
completion of the project possible. 
G (Group 4): We were all a little tentative about putting 
our ideas on the line, so we fielded them as 
jokes. No one person wanted to come out and 
say what they really wanted to do. 
Humor in the early stage was a way for people to get to know 
each other and begin to develop ideas. Approaching ideas 
with humor enabled cognitive boundaries to be stretched and 
set a tone for further exploration. In a sense, it seemed 
to be establishing a group level "preparation phase" 
(Wallas, 1926). The groups were developing trust, an 
essential process before delving into greater risk taking 
and information sharing (Gibb, 1964; Shallcross, 1985; 
Maslow, 1968). 
An example of this boundary stretching by this excerpt 
from Group 4. 
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E: What do you mean by violence? What kind of violence are 
you talking about? 
G: Terminator style. 
A: Yeah. Where you get out machine guns and mow people 
down, heavy duty violence... 
G: I urn... 
A: Shoot everybody in the knees, and we all fall to the 
floor. 
G: I personally, I'm partial to violent comedy. 
(Laughter) 
G's comment had the impact of keeping boundaries open. 
Violence was not going to be excluded at least in the early 
stages of this process. Had the group rejected his 
statement, he would have been able to disclaim any ownership 
of it, since it was "just a joke". Since the group accepted 
his comment as valid, it was construed as having been at 
least semi-serious. 
This same process can be seen in an incident which 
displays a more overt attempt to back away from ownership of 
one's idea. 
S: How about this idea? I don't know if it's gonna work. 
Instead of the police coming okay, let's say the police, 
whatever, come in and we get bagged for all having fake IDs, 
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and we have to do a community service project tomorrow, the 
next morning, at eight in the morning, for like five hours. 
We're all complaining about it. 
(Laughter) 
The group laughed, thus substantiating S's proposal as 
worthwhile. S attempted to qualify his statement by 
disclaiming it before he even said it ("I don't know if it's 
gonna work"). Even though a basic plot had been devised, 
the trust level had not yet developed to a point of having 
ideas rejected. Ideas needed to be posed in a safe way. 
A final way humor seemed to be utilized in the early 
stage of group development was to help organize the group 
and set an agenda. Again the same dynamics are at work. 
There is an underlying hesitancy to jump in to the process 
until trust is established. One manner in which groups 
typically attempt to create trust and safety is by 
establishing a structure (Gibb, 1964; Lacoursiere, 1980; 
Schein; 1985). Humor can serve as a way to put out feelers 
to the group about what will be acceptable. 
G: Think about this. I say we don't write anything. We 
make it up right then. 
A; Oh, right! 
J, E, R in unison: Ohhh! 
(Laughter) 
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A: And we spend the next five classes? 
G: Sitting around, doing homework. 
(Laughter) 
In effect, G was asking for a structure. By using a 
paradoxical approach, the group moved to organize itself and 
its way of doing work. Ideas started to be written down. A 
decision had been reached, albeit not overtly. In one 
sense, this structure of writing things down helped the 
group build trust. By recording ideas through writing, 
individual contributions were recognized and validated. 
Humor was used in GDS1 for group members to identify 
themselves, to release tension, and to find common ground 
between group members. In a sense this reflects aspects of 
Land's (1973) formative and normative stages on a short term 
group level. Group members attempted gain control over 
their environment, establish safety and security, 
distinguish themselves as individuals, and find areas of 
similarity in order to create a sense of belonging. Humor 
was thus a part of the process of creating a group climate 
conducive to creativity. 
Humor and Creativity in GPS2 
As the groups entered GDS2, there was a steady increase 
in humor that hindered creativity, a slight decline in humor 
that facilitated creativity, and a fairly sharp decline in 
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humor that had no impact on creativity (see Figure 7). 
Facilitation of creativity is still the dominant function of 
humor in relation to creativity. 
There appear to be several factors that explain these 
trends. The increase in hindering type humor may be 
attributable at least in part to conflict inherent in GDS2. 
As discussed in the section on cohesion, there was much 
challenging and judgement of ideas prior to completion due, 
at least in part, to attempts to assert authority and 
influence, and a playing out of counterpersonal dynamics 
(Caple, 1978; Lacoursiere, 1980; Schein, 1985; Bennis & 
Shepard, 1956). These same dynamic led to the dominance of 
facilitative humor as well. Conflict naturally leads to an 
expression of divergent ideas and opinions. This profusion 
of ideas is necessary for the creation of anything usable 
(Osborne, 1953; Simonton, 1987; Parnes, 1988). Although 
there were struggles about how to incorporate differences, 
the diversity of ideas was necessary to promoting 
creativity. This process granted the groups the ability to 
expand the boundaries of their collective cognitive domain. 
Since the management and resolution of conflict is 
intrinsically a creative process, it seems to make sense for 
humor that had no impact on creativity to decline in 
incidence (Krum, 1987; Filley, 1975). 
The divergence of ideas and opinions present in GDS2 
which were exhibited through humor also functioned to extend 
156 
the boundaries and limits of group discourse. Humor 
permitted social and cognitive fluidity. At times ideas 
were quickly expanded upon. 
C: We could do one of those, like urn, rockers against drugs 
commercials, and have like the person have track marks, and 
like sniffing... 
J: And when we go back to the news we could have him 
arrested. 
(Laughter) 
The juxtaposition of two incongruent thoughts or events 
evoked additional ideas. By using humor, the group was able 
to instantaneously cross between reality and fantasy thus 
placing these events into a new perspective (Bruner, 1962; 
Ghiselin, 1955; Koestler, 1964). 
In some cases humor appears to foster a spiraling of 
idea formation. It seems to epitomize the process referred 
to as 'the hitchhiking of ideas’ or 'piggybacking’ (Osborne, 
1953; Goodman, 1983; Parnes, 1988). In other words, ideas 
bred more ideas, many of which were built on what was 
previously identified. The following excerpt demonstrates 
this process. Group 1 was discussing ideas about how to 
present stereotypes about fraternities and sororities. 
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M: Cliquey. 
K: Everyone's dressed exactly the same, black tee shirts, 
with jeans, their hair all the same... 
M: No one can be an individual. 
(Laughter) 
K: "Is it true your house has demanded that individuals get 
out?" Have all these girls walking around totally dressed 
the same. 
(Laughter) 
M: Even talk the same. "Like hi", like hi, like hi". 
(Laughter) 
K: That's good. Well what about the money like that certain 
sororities... 
S: Have money? 
K: Should we have something about money, like urn, like 
really, really, you know, like pull up in a BMW and hop out. 
(Laughter) 
M: Or "do all the people in the Greek area, do they all get 
money from their parents?" Like have some parents handing 
out money. "Thanks Daddy" 
(Laughter) 
There appears to be almost a free flow of ideas, at least 
within a given context. Nothing appears to be judged on a 
group level. Humor and laughter validate the process and 
content of idea generation while creating an atmosphere 
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conducive for brainstorming. Humor allows a cognitive 
flexibility by permitting concepts to exist in more than one 
realm simultaneously (Ziv, 1989; Guilford; 1968). Frames of 
reference are thus broken down and redefined in new ways, 
stimulating further redefinition of views on knowledge and 
reality (Goffman, 1974). The ensuing surprise involved in 
this type of new perspective often leads to laughter as 
result of the humor perceived from the juxtaposition of the 
old view and new view (Van Oech, 1990, Getzels & Jackson, 
1962; Keith-Speigal, 1972; Schachtel, 1959; Bruner, 1962) 
The inhibiting effects of humor on creativity in this 
stage seemed to be directly related to interpersonal 
conflict and power struggles. An avenue for exploration 
would be blocked, as in the following example. 
B: That'd be more funny, if her role is vague the whole way 
through. 
G: That would be funny, that would be interesting. 
B: I love that idea. That is the coolest, that makes a lot 
of sense to me. 
A: Oh. Oh that means I can't not love it, right? 
(Laughter) 
B and G were beginning to make some connections to another 
way of seeing a situation. A interrupted and thwarted 
efforts to allow expansion of their ideas. Although she may 
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not have felt comfortable with the direction of their 
discussion, she asserted her power through humor in a way 
that closed off opportunities for co-producing a safe 
environment in which everyone could contribute. The impact 
of this sort of dynamic is described in this exit interview 
passage. 
S (Group 2): I observed that humor served as a catalyst to 
the creative process within the group, as 
long as the humor was positive. The negative 
joking on the ideas of others served only to 
discourage contribution, only positive and/or 
constructive feedback encouraged 
contribution. 
Humor in GDS2 continued to be a way for individuals to 
cautiously bring up ideas. This seemed to decrease from 
GDS1, but it was still very much present. 
G (Group 4): We would crack a joke about one thing or 
another and someone would take that as a 
serious proposition. It was the old 'You may 
laugh, but..' syndrome. 
As the groups moved into GDS2, creation and expansion of 
ideas increased. Humor often functioned as a catalyst, or 
jumping off point for origination and/or development of 
ideas and concepts. 
Humor in relation to creativity in GDS2 encouraged 
expansion of cognitive and social boundaries. At times, the 
expansion functioned in a counterproductive manner when 
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group members struggled to assert authority over others, 
thus inhibiting some areas for expansion in favor of 
encouraging others. However, most of the time it appears 
humor either evoked new ideas, built on already established 
ideas, or reframed existing ideas into new ways of 
perceiving them. Ideas continued to be framed in humor in 
order to allow the initiator a disclaimer, though this 
dynamic seems to have decreased as trust and safety 
increased. Humor helped the groups stretch ideas to the 
extreme. In the next stage, some of this trend was 
reversed, as humor was used to pare ideas and images into a 
more concrete and usable form. 
Attempts to establish status and to challenge and 
redefine boundaries were often framed in humor, allowing 
group members to hide true motivations if rebuked. 
Humor and Creativity in GDS3 
GDS3 saw a continued increase in the percentage of 
humor incidents that hindered creativity, a slight increase 
in humor that facilitated creativity, and a decrease in 
humor that had no impact on creativity. It should be noted 
that due to coding issues addressed earlier, it is likely 
that at some point during this stage humor that hindered 
creativity began to decrease while humor that had no impact 
began to increase (see Figure 6). 
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The major trend occurring during this stage was that 
humor was used to augment fairly concretized ideas and 
structures. Incongruent ideas were still brought together, 
but it tended to be more for the purpose of refining what 
was established rather than for the purpose of creating 
anything new. 
S: The orgy, the orgy, in some fraternity, in some house... 
K: Are you going to the orgy on North Pleasant Street? 
(Laughter) 
S: Northus Pleasantus. That's in latin, but it sounds fine. 
M: It sounds great. 
(Laughter) 
This last excerpt is a prime example of the manner in which 
humor was used in GDS3 in relation to creativity. Ideas 
already existing within the group's domain were brought 
together to expand or refine the ongoing process. This is 
in contrast to GDS2, in which many more ideas were brought 
into the discourse from outside of what was already in the 
group's domain. Of course the mere fact that time had 
passed meant the groups were closer to their deadline, and 
thus in need of narrowing and finishing their process 
(Gersick, 1988, 1989). 
The reduction of new ideas being created fits well with 
Guilford's assertion that "the group condition may have the 
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effect of channeling thinking in similar directions, 
reducing the variety and therefore the quantity of 
unrepeated ideas" (1961, p.106). This process is identified 
by some of the group members. 
G: (Group 4): Themes developed within the group that 
actually restricted the way we approached 
subjects. 
K (Group 1): Because we spent so much time together we 
became friends and often suffered from 
'group-think'. Fresh ideas were sometimes 
scarce. 
The bring together of ideas also manifested itself in 
the way group members interacted with their product. As the 
groups evolved, they gained a feeling of ownership over what 
they were doing, while simultaneously viewing it as 
something outside of themselves. As stated earlier, humor 
helps define, or at least identify, what is object and what 
is subject for individuals and groups. Through humor, the 
groups were able to be fully absorbed in what they were 
doing, step out of it for a moment, and then go back to 
work. 
J: Oh. Are you Hercules? 
S: Um. 
J: If you're Hercules, then you can twelve labors that you 
have to do. The twelve labors Hercules. 
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K: Well, first I have to do my labors. I don't know, well, 
I did this, and I did that... 
S: Do you think people will know what that is? Is this 
supposed to be the months? 
J: He like, killed the hydra, captured a boar... 
S: Yeah, yeah, I can do that. 
(Laughter) 
Through humor, a quick shift of reference, from role to real 
and back again, was accomplished. Humor had helped create 
the reality/fantasy dichotomy and also made it possible for 
the group to crossover between the two realms. 
Throughout this stage there appears to be a 
solidification of ideas and images. Convergent thinking was 
more outwardly apparent than the divergent thinking of GDS2. 
The manner of creating became more codified, literally 
following scripts. The following excerpt demonstrates this 
process, as well as the refinement and crossover dynamics 
discussed earlier. 
C: Umm, On the national news tonight, Paul Tsongas, in a 
strong move, with the Democratic National - wait, that 
doesn't make sense. Hold on, okay - In the national news 
tonight, paul Tsongas made a strong political move towards 
the Democratic National Convention tonight. Paul dropped 
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the 'T* in his name. We have Keith on Beacon Hill, - oh 
wait, what's your name? What's your name gonna be? 
K: I have no idea? Any ideas? 
S: Trap? 
K: (Chuckling) Yeah, give me a good name. 
(ten second pause) 
S: Stockton?...Stockton Cromwell? 
(Laughter) 
K: Good enough. 
C: Stockton...Cromwell... Should I call you Stock or 
Stockton. 
M: Stocky. 
(Laughter) 
K: Yeah Stocky. No, Stockton. I'm interviewing someone, 
right? 
M: Yeah, me. 
K: So could you say that? 
C: I'll put it in. With Paul Tsongas, right? 
K: No. 
M: Some... 
K: Ulysses S. Grant the third. 
C: Is that who you are? 
(Laughter) 
K: Now I'll ask you the questions. What kind of effect will 
his name change have on his popularity? 
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M: Definitely a good move for Paul Tsongas politically. The 
common man is now better able to associate with him. 
K: How have members on both sides of the fence reacted so 
far? 
M: Democrats seem to think he sold out to public demand. 
Republicans seem to feel he's a - I don't even know what the 
word is. Iraqi sympathizer? 
S: Iraqi. 
M: Yeah, Iraqi. 
K: Is he setting a precedent in hopes that other candidates 
will follow suit and change their names to be more in theme 
with the public? 
M: I don't have an answer for that one. 
S: Make one up. 
J: Yes. Just say yes. 
(Laughter) 
Obviously the group was reading from a script they were 
preparing. When C asked M "Is that who you are?" she was 
bridging reality and fantasy, resulting in laughter due to 
the incongruity of the situation. A particularly 
interesting aspect of the previous interaction was the very 
last portion involving S, M, and J. 
M: I don't have an answer for that one. 
S: Make one up. 
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J: Yes. Just say yes. 
(Laughter) 
S placed a time demand on M. In effect he was saying, "Be 
creative now". The impact was forced problem solving or 
creativity. There is a growing body of literature 
supporting the idea that time pressure may in fact 
accelerate group problem solving and creative processes 
within a limited scope, such as the short interaction from 
above (Gersick, 1989; Isenberg, 1981; McGrath & Kelly, 
1986) . 
In GDS3, humor was used to establish connections 
between ideas and fit them into current group cognitive 
structures. New ideas were not typically created. 
Innovation came from combining and reconfiguring existing 
notions. Set ways of thinking were reinforced, thus 
channeling any new ideas in similar directions that were 
already present. 
Humor and Creativity in GPS4 
GDS4 saw a sharp decrease in the percentage of humor 
incidents that hindered creativity. There was a sharp 
increase in the percentage of humor incidents that had no 
impact on creativity and a slight decrease in the percentage 
of incidents that facilitated creativity. This may very 
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well be connected to dynamics that were present around 
cohesion, that is, humor being used to keep the group on 
task or to relieve tension. 
The refinement that occurred in GDS3 continued in GDS4. 
Items that needed to be polished were identified through 
humor as in the following incident. 
B: Oh great. I suppose I have to die now and go play with 
the girls and not have any fun! Aaaaarrrhhhhh! 
(Ten second pause) 
G: Yes. (places fake sword at his crotch) 
(Laughter) 
G: Ahh, the Schwartz. It's on the next page. 
E: I can see your little schwartz is as big as mine then. 
Turn to the Dark Side my little Luke. Join me. It's not 
too late to file 'dependent' on your 9992 tax returns. Join 
me now! 
G: Never! 
(They feign sword fighting then begin dancing) 
G: Ahhh! 
E: We have to work on that dance. 
(Laughter) 
E used humor to point out an area that needed to be 
modified. There was no suggestion of making anything new or 
different. In this case, humor was not used to create new 
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ideas as much as it was transition to the next piece of work 
to be done. In addition, elaboration on minor details often 
seemed to precede transitions. 
B: What are we going to do about the old lady? 
S: Oh it doesn't have to be exact. 
K: Just bring in that wig. 
S: Yeah I was thinking that. 
K: He has a big wig. 
S: I have a long blond wig. If someone wanted to wear it. 
K: I'll do it, I don't care. 
(Laughter) 
Although this interaction may not be 'elaboration' in the 
exact sense put forth by Guilford (1968), it did emanate 
from a need to expand on predetermined ideas and the group 
used convergent thinking rather than divergent thinking. 
Concepts became compartmentalized segments of the whole. 
Humor not only facilitated the elaboration of details, 
it continued to allow group members to show agreement with 
and support of ideas. The following excerpt demonstrates 
these processes as well as the dynamic of transitioning out 
of one realm, fantasy, into another, reality. 
G: Give me, give me a female derogatory. 
J: Wench. 
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G: No non-verbal. 
J: I could just go "It's very nice" (looks away and rolls 
eyes). Like that. 
B: Or you could go "It's very nice, bitch (feigned 
laughter). 
(Laughter) 
A: That's good. I like that. 
B: At the same time, ha ha ha ha. 
J: That's good. 
G: So you go...mine cost five thousand. What do you think of 
it? 
J: Very nice, bitch. 
G and J: (feigned laughter) 
(Laughter) 
G: So who did you come with? 
J: I came with Charles. He's over at Harvard and he's going 
to be a lawyer. 
G: Charles huh. Is he a gentleman? 
J: Very much so. 
G: I came with Benny. Benny's going to school... 
J: Benjamin. Benjamin. 
G: Benjamin? 
A: Benjamin. 
G: I also shouldn't feel my stubble I suppose. 
(Laughter) 
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There were numerous humor incidents in GDS4 that 
apparently had no impact on the group creative process. 
Much of this type of humor has been discussed previously. 
It is humor that is ancillary to the process or is used to 
bring the process back in line. Laughter is often a result 
of deviations from developed ideas rather than at newly 
created ideas. 
L: Biff Rock, Brighton 
B: Brockton. 
(Laughter) 
L: Brockton, sorry. 
S: This is just a rough copy now, right L? 
L: No. 
S: That's real? 
L: Yeah. 
K: She's going to put some red in there and different 
colors, you know. 
L: You don't like what I'm doing? 
S: Call me a perfectionist. 
L: Call me a slob. 
(Laughter) 
In the first excerpt, a departure from the set pattern 
occurred. The humor in the incident seems to serve more of 
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a tension release function than anything else. Although 
this may help facilitate an environment that is conducive to 
creativity, it does not operate to create or develop ideas 
or images. The second excerpt focuses on the product the 
group has created, but the humor is related to interpersonal 
dynamics rather than creating or developing any ideas or 
images. 
The effect of humor on creativity in GDS4 was one of 
decreasing impact. Humor tended to be more for the purpose 
of keeping the group on task than it is to explore new 
ideas. Although there was still coupling and converging of 
ideas, humor became more ancillary to the creative process, 
serving more often to release tension or refocus the group. 
Of course these functions are essential to producing a 
usable creative product. Humor thus still most often 
functioned to encourage a climate conducive to creativity. 
Summary for Creativity 
Humor was integrally connected to the creative process 
in this study. In early stages of group development, humor 
served to help create a relaxed and safe atmosphere. As the 
group evolved to the next stage, humor functioned to help 
create new ideas and relationships. In general, humor 
expanded both cognitive and social boundaries, though at 
times there it was used to limit expression. In the next 
stage, humor helped the groups put ideas together, 
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establishing coherent ideas and structures. Avenues for 
creation became more focused and at times limited. The 
final stage saw humor continuing to function as a tension 
release and to keep the group on task. The number of new 
ideas decreased, mostly likely due to the deadline for 
project completion. 
Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, the results of this study were 
presented. This was done through statistical analysis of 
frequency distributions and presentation and analysis of 
qualitative data. The purpose was exploration of the 
research question "Do the developmental issues currently 
facing a group prescribe, define, and limit the targets and 
functions of humor the group is able to create and utilize?" 
The results of this study indicate there was a discernable 
pattern of the functional use of humor in relation to 
cohesion and creativity. There appears to be no such 
pattern for targets of humor, though there may be some 
patterns in the way targets are used rather than which 
targets are used. 
As the groups in this study evolved, the manner in 
which humor functioned evolved with it. In the early 
stages, group members sought common ground and attempted to 
reduce anxiety through humor. Humor often evoked full group 
laughter, creating momentary unification and providing the 
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groups with shared emotional experiences that help coalesce 
an aggregate of people into a group (Schein, 1985). This 
enabled group members to begin to feel at ease with one 
another, build trust, and find areas of similarity in order 
to create a sense of belonging, all of which are necessary 
components in group development and creativity (Shallcross, 
1985; Lacoursiere, 1980; Gibb, 1964). 
The process these groups went through in this stage 
appears to be one of alternating convergence and divergence. 
In the early part of the stage there was a process of 
attempting to agree on group goals, purpose, and structure. 
Humor functioned in these groups to acclimate group members 
to each other and to the group task, to define boundaries 
for inclusion, and to release tension. Through the use of 
humor the group's attempts to gain control over their 
environment, establish safety and security, and distinguish 
themselves as individuals, could be accomplished along side 
other methods of achieving these objectives. In the later 
part of this stage, a challenging of that convergence 
started which became much more apparent in the next stage. 
In the next stage of group development, humor helped 
facilitate an expansion of ideas, boundaries, and behaviors. 
When digressions from previously established purpose, goals, 
and structures occurred, they were often manifested as fast 
paced invention and development of ideas, themes, and 
images. Once ideas started coming out, humor promoted a 
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fairly free flow, breaking cognitive, and sometimes 
cultural, bounds while easing movement back and forth across 
boundaries of reality and fantasy. Most of the time it 
appears humor either evoked new ideas, built on already 
established ideas, or reframed existing ideas into new ways 
of perceiving them. Humor helped the groups stretch ideas 
to the extreme. Ideas continued to be framed in humor in 
order to allow the initiator a disclaimer, though this 
dynamic seems to have decreased as trust and safety 
increased. 
Humor reflected at least some the most prevalent group 
issues at this stage. Power struggles were manifested 
through humor, helping to create and reinforce hierarchical 
status (Radcliffe-Brown, 1940; Vinton, 1989; Lundberg, 
1969). Disillusionment with the task and group was most 
often manifested within the domain of those power struggles. 
Norms were challenged, which promoted creativity and change. 
As the groups moved into the resolution stage, humor 
functioned to reinforce cognitive and social norms that had 
been established. Ideas that had been floated in the group 
were reeled in and fit into the emerging structure. Bridges 
were built to connect established concepts and ideas. Humor 
was used to construct connections between ideas and fit them 
into current group cognitive structures. New ideas were 
less frequent. Innovation came from combining and 
reconfiguring existing notions. 
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Convergence as singular units continued, with fewer 
deviations from structures and norms attempted or tolerated. 
In essence, existing cognitive and social structures were 
solidified and refined. The expansion of the previous stage 
shifted to more of a converging process. Group behavioral 
repertoires were firmly embedded, with decreasing room for 
experimentation. Conformity to group norms and opinions was 
strengthened. 
In the final stage of group development for the groups 
in this study, humor continued to be used to reinforce 
already established structures, norms, and ideas. The 
solidification and refinement process of the previous stage 
narrowed even further. The primary type of humor seems to 
be a sort of banter that functioned to keep the group on 
task and release tension. In essence, humor served as a 
safety valve, allowing the group to blow off steam when 
necessary and to redirect deviations from productive 
interaction. 
There continued to be a decrease in the creation of new 
ideas through humor. Humor became increasing secondary to 
this process, although ideas were still combined and honed. 
As stated above, the principal function at this stage was to 
release tension or refocus the group thus reinforcing a 
climate for task completion. 
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUDING DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study, to explore the targets and 
functions of humor in relation to group developmental 
processes, has been pursued in the preceding chapters of 
this dissertation. In Chapter One, the study was framed in 
relation to current understandings of humor and small group 
culture. The research direction was delineated and a 
research question posed. A discussion of the significance 
of the study, definitions of important terms, the 
assumptions underlying this research, and limitations of 
this study were outlined. 
In Chapter Two literature relevant to the study of 
humor and small group culture and development was reviewed. 
This literature review established a framework for the 
exploration of humor as a component of group development 
processes, as it clearly situated humor as part of group 
culture. It was evident that one particular area heretofore 
not examined was the relationship of the social functions of 
humor to group development processes. 
Chapter Three described in detail the design of this 
study. Included were descriptions of sampling methods, 
selected demographics of participants, and methods of data 
collection and analysis. Due to the use of trained 
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observers, observer training, evaluation, and effectiveness 
was addressed. 
In Chapter Four the results of data collection and 
analysis were reported. Quantitative and qualitative data 
were used to describe discernable patterns of humor in 
relation to group development. 
In this concluding chapter, as a result of the findings 
presented in Chapter Four, a model for understanding humor 
in relation to group development is presented. In addition, 
implications for group work practitioners will be 
identified. Finally, recommendations for future research in 
this area will be made. 
The Landis-Schiff Group H.U.M.O.U.R. Model 
The results of this study suggest humor is used by 
problem solving groups in particular ways which are 
associated with a group's level of development. Specific 
patterns seem to be present. This section will present a 
model for identifying and examining those patterns. The 
focus of this model is the manner in which targets of humor 
are used, the effect humor has on group cohesion, and the 
effect humor has on establishing a creative climate. The 
humor patterns found reflect figural issues for a group at 
any given time. In other words. Humor Unfolds as a 
Manifestation of Overt and Underlying Relationships (hence 
the name, H.U.M.O.U.R.). 
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Four distinct phases of humor in relation to group 
development seem to have been present in the groups in this 
study. These phases are: Just Joking, Evoking, Yoking, and 
Poking. A description of each phase is delineated below, 
with a summary appearing in Table 5.1. 
The behaviors and characteristics described for the 
following phases are for humor behavior and functions only. 
It is not meant to be a description of all processes, or the 
only processes that occur in a group. In addition, these 
phases derive from the study of four specific problem 
solving groups and may have limited generalizability to 
other groups. The following phase model is meant to serve 
primarily as a guide for future investigation in this area. 
Just Joking 
In the earliest stage of group life, humor functions to 
introduce group members and release tension involved in 
becoming oriented to the task and each other. Topics are 
typically fairly safe, and are used much in the same way as 
discussions of the weather, television, and other "goblet 
issues" (Schutz, 1973). Commonalities are sought out 
through humor along with other means. 
In this part of the Just Joking phase, humor incidents 
tend to elicit laughter from most or all of the group 
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Table 5.1 
The Landis-Schiff Group H.U.M.O.U.R. Model 
Humor Phase Characteristics Main Functions 
Just Joking laughter from most or introduction 
all of the group members 
tension release 
momentary suspension 
of interactions orient to task 
safe topics seek commonalities 
unify group 
create boundaries 
for inclusion 
create shared 
meanings 
early struggles 
for leadership, 
influence, and 
control 
safety 
Evoking increase in overt 
power struggles 
high quantities of 
emotions,opinions, 
concepts, and images 
fast paced 
brainstorming 
question and 
change emerging 
norms 
reframing of 
ideas, perceptions, 
patterns, and 
meanings 
stimulate divergent 
thinking 
new ideas and 
connections created 
explore and expand 
social and cognitive 
boundaries 
(continued next page) 
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Table 5. 
Yoking 
Poking 
1 continued 
resolution of 
interpersonal 
issues 
fewer new ideas 
reduced ambiguity 
boundaries 
solidified 
and refined 
call attention to 
specific dynamics 
harness and 
channel group energy 
connect ideas 
clarity and 
consensus about 
ideas and direction 
focus on process more release tension 
often than content 
keep the group on 
task 
increase in "inside jokes" 
targeted toward 
internal aspects 
simple statements 
helps maintain and 
strengthen group 
identity 
remind one another 
about group norms 
focus narrowed 
short bursts of laughter 
playful banter 
boundaries tightened 
ideas refined 
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members, thus momentarily suspending ongoing interactions. 
The mutual involvement in laughter serves to unify the group 
through having shared an emotional expression and experience 
thereby helping to create boundaries for inclusion. Shared 
humor creates shared meanings which are specific to group 
identity. Combined with releasing tension, shared emotional 
experiences serve a collective cathartic function, allowing 
the group to come together as a unit. 
As the group begins to coalesce, boundary testing also 
begins. This part of the Just Joking phase sees the onset 
of group members attempting to establish their role(s) 
within the group. Early struggles for leadership, 
influence, and control arise. Humor allows this jockeying 
for position to occur in fairly safe and covert ways, while 
also being manifested in more overt non-humorous ways. 
Testing of initial group boundaries often occurs 
through joking. Suggestions about what should be done, and 
how, ensue surreptitiously. If rebuked, one can always say 
"Hey, it was a joke". This allows the initiator of the 
statement to discount their overtures while very possibly 
diminishing another's status seeking efforts through the 
covert, or overt, implication that the other has no sense of 
humor. 
To summarize, humor in the Just Joking phase helps 
define group identity and contributes to the beginning of 
establishing social status and boundaries. Status and 
boundary functions increase greatly in the next phase. The 
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Just Joking phase derives its name from the two major 
dynamics occurring through humor, people getting to know 
each other and attempts to withdraw previously stated 
sentiments. In a sense, a group members are either Just 
Joking either to get to know each other, or to keep from 
getting to know each other too well, or too honestly. 
Evoking 
The next phase sees an increase in overt power 
struggles manifested through humor. Direct attacks may 
occur, even though once again, they are framed in humor. 
This typically takes the form of what Goffman (1959) calls 
"unofficial communication" such as "...innuendo, mimicked 
accents, well-placed jokes, significant pauses, veiled 
hints, purposeful kidding, expressive overtones, and many 
other sign practices" (p. 190) . 
In addition to interpersonal struggle, humor also helps 
the group question and change emerging norms and social 
boundaries. Criteria for defining norms and acts can be 
suspended or transformed through the reframing ability 
inherent in humor. Reframing perceptions entails 
reconfiguring behavioral and interaction patterns, 
questioning modes of doing work, and creating symbolic 
meaning of events. 
In this phase humor is not only used to evoke feelings, 
opinions, and meanings. It is also evokes ideas, concepts, 
and images. Divergent thinking is stimulated and enhanced 
183 
through the use of humor. New ideas are created and new 
connections are made. Humor facilitates fast paced 
brainstorming. Knowledge and connections can be formulated 
which had not previously been discovered. 
In summary, the evoking phase produces high quantities 
of ideas and emotions which tend to expand the levels and 
types of things appropriate for inclusion in the group's 
reality. At times this may seem tangential, but digressions 
of this sort serve the important function of allowing the 
group to explore its own boundaries. 
Yoking 
Eventually the expansion from the previous stage 
reaches a critical limit. If expansion continues too long 
the group will break apart. Therefore, some boundaries are 
solidified, establishing a loosely structured mold to direct 
future interaction and thought (Weick, 1979). One role 
humor plays in the solidification process is to suspend 
interaction, thus calling attention to specific dynamics 
needing to be enhanced or eliminated. Ambiguity is reduced 
and boundaries strengthened. Thus one meaning of yoking is 
enacted, the harnessing and channeling of group energy into 
a more unified direction. Emerging norms are reinforced by 
pointing out deviations from them through humor, thus 
strengthening specific aspects of group reality. 
The other major dynamic of the Yoking phase is the 
connecting of ideas. Humor predominately is embedded in 
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convergent thinking processes. It functions to bridge the 
diversity of existing ideas and concepts into a more 
coherent form. This may be the stage in which the 
hypothesized connection between humor and creativity, the 
"Ha ha - aha" connection takes place (Koestler, 1964; 
Goodman, 1983). Clarity is given to ideas, permitting the 
group to reach agreement about those ideas and make 
decisions about how they should be developed. 
In summary, the Yoking phase gets its name from the two 
principal dynamics occurring in this phase. These dynamics 
correspond to two of the definitions of the word "yoking". 
The first dynamic has to do with the harnessing and 
constricting meaning of yoking. Behavioral and social 
boundaries are more clearly codified and refined. Humor 
participates in that process while also helping to point out 
deviations from those boundaries. The second dynamic is 
more connected with interactive collective cognitive 
processes. Ephemeral and divergent concepts and ideas are 
brought together in order to create distinct, stable, and 
more usable concepts and ideas. 
Poking 
Humor in the poking phase primarily is used as a 
tension release and to keep the group on task. The tension 
release aspect of humor in the Poking phase is important in 
helping the group cope with the stress of approaching 
deadlines and other external pressures. Humor helps 
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maintain and strengthen group identity through increased use 
of "inside jokes" - humor that has specific meaning for the 
group. Interestingly, humor increasingly is targeted toward 
some internal aspect of the group, either the task or other 
members. 
At this point in a group's development, structures and 
norms have been well established. Typically groups are 
capable of prompt examination of their processes and can 
make necessary modifications as the need arises. Humor 
intersects with this process and is manifested as simple 
statements evoking short bursts of laughter. The most 
common form this takes is playful banter, in which 
participant's teasing serves as a reminder about group norms 
around participation and productivity. It is accepted that 
comments of this sort are not meant to be offensive, yet 
must stay within certain bounds (Radcliffe-Brown, 1940). If 
a group member does step outside of those bounds, this may 
be viewed as a serious gesture to renegotiate the previously 
established norms and boundaries. 
The Poking phase continues many of the dynamics of the 
Yoking phase. The focus of the group is narrowed, 
boundaries tightened, and ideas refined. The major 
difference appears to be on the degree to which these 
dynamics occur. Humor is used less to focus on content and 
more to focus on process. Deviations from prescribed norms 
and procedures can be dealt with quickly through humor, just 
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as they are through other processes in high performing 
groups or teams (Blanchard, Carew & Parisi-Carew, 1990). 
The preceding phases should not be viewed as mutually 
exclusive. There are clearly aspects of each phase in all 
of the other phases. For example, even as the group 
boundaries are being tightened up in the Poking phase, there 
are times in which humor helps create new ideas for both 
process and content components of the group. What needs to 
be made clear is that there does seem to be a dominant humor 
style groups go through as they pass through various stages 
of development. 
The humor cycle also appears to be present for each 
idea or concept, whether related to content or process. In 
a way, development could be viewed as an almost infinite 
series of cycles of Just Joking, Evoking, Yoking, and 
Poking. Something is brought up through humor thus sparking 
other ideas. Eventually this is pared down to a more 
coherent and usable form, with an occasional "poke" thrown 
in to maintain an appropriate group flow. 
Finally, there may well be a final humor stage as 
groups disband or terminate. Although there is no empirical 
evidence from this study to support this, since the 
functions humor serves has been shown to be embedded in the 
group developmental process, the author hypothesizes 
termination issues will also be reflected through humor. 
This could be considered the Revoking phase. Humor in the 
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Revoking phase would be used to help group members to make 
sense of the experience they've just been through and detach 
from the group. In some cases this would take the form of 
invalidating group accomplishments and value in order to 
ease the distress of disengaging. 
Implications for Practitioners 
Due to the nature of the groups examined, the findings 
from this study seem most pertinent for managers, 
organization development practitioners, teachers, or others 
involved with task oriented groups. However, there may be 
some applicability for people working in other group 
settings, such as therapists. The term group work 
practitioner will be used as a generic term to refer to 
anyone working with groups. 
The findings from this study lend support to the notion 
that humor can be used as a diagnostic tool for assessing 
group dynamics as well as an agent for change (Kahn, 1989; 
Linstead, 1985). A developmental perspective is now added 
to that notion. Through examining the manner in which a 
group uses humor, a group's stage of development, or at 
least its figural issues, can be identified. Knowledge 
pertaining to a group's developmental stage helps a group 
work practitioner plan and execute appropriate types of 
intervention strategies. The results of this study suggest 
that humor may even serve as an appropriate intervention, if 
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it is developmentally appropriate for a specific group. For 
example, a group seemingly stuck in issues pertinent to the 
dissatisfaction stage, may respond to Evoking humor, though 
use of Yoking humor may help push the group toward 
resolution. This would be dependent on how long the group 
has been dealing with their particular issues, whether it 
would be appropriate to use humor at that specific moment, 
and how comfortable a group practitioner is with using 
humor. 
It is important to note that while the functions of 
humor apparently follow a developmental pattern, the forms 
humor takes is often indigenous to the specific group or 
culture. A group's unique humor has been termed "native 
humor" (Landis-Schiff, 1990b). Intervention through humor 
would have to be appropriate to the group culture and fit 
the native humor. 
By intervening through humor, new normative 
orientations toward group reality may be established. The 
distancing function of humor can serve to help work through 
current issues by juxtaposing those issues as detached 
objects to the group, rather than integral components of the 
group process or identity. If the group can be brought 
together through humor, it is possible that a new agreement 
about the group can begin to form. As an intervention 
strategy, it seems the use of humor can point out 
discrepancies and incongruities in group functioning by 
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highlighting absurdities of behaviors, relationships, norms, 
and assumptions. Specific behaviors can be examined as well 
as the context in which they occur, thus encouraging group 
introspection and learning (Argyris & Schon, 1975, 1978). 
In this case, humor is being used as a sort of unfreezing 
agent in regards to group development (Lewin, 1952). That 
is, aspects of the shared meaning system are identified as 
dysfunctional either because they are not allowing the group 
to achieve its purpose, or because group members' needs are 
not being met. Thus the group becomes ready for change and 
new ways of doing things are perceived through humor. 
A variation of this would be to have a group conduct a 
force-field analysis, and areas that were identified as 
facilitating the maintenance of dysfunctional patterns could 
be targeted through humor in order to diffuse the impact 
they have on the group. 
Another way humor can be used is a safe way to bring up 
taboo subjects (Emerson, 1969). Taboo subjects are often 
issues that hold a group in place, and patterns develop 
around maintaining that place, but not discussing those 
issues. According to Argyris (1985), these "defensive 
routines" are well ingrained into our culture, so the 
process of unlearning them is difficult as new patterns tend 
not to be reinforced in the larger context. Change results 
from examination of patterns, and learning to change them to 
be more productive in line with individual and group 
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objectives. Again, humor can facilitate this process by 
creating enough psychological distance from a dysfunctional 
behavior or pattern to allow it to be viewed with some 
objectivity. 
Power dynamics can also be impacted through humor. 
Humor can function to temporarily reverse perceptions of 
people's positions, again acting as an unfreezing agent. In 
this case, continued exposure to these dynamics can begin 
the enactment of new relationships. It is possible to 
reinforce connections to certain referent groups and weaken 
connections to others by focusing on particular aspects of 
the situation. Humor then can be used to reinforce those 
changes by seeking and expressing consensus of a new social 
reality. 
It should be noted that overt changes in behavior are 
not necessarily indicative of changes in power dynamics. 
For example, the overt expression of racist, sexist, 
heterosexist, ableist, anti-semitic, etc., views may be 
pointed out as dysfunctional for a group through the use of 
humor. Overt expression then becomes sublimated but the 
system of oppression continues to function intact. In fact, 
this sublimation may actually bolster oppression in a group 
since the underlying tendencies and their other 
manifestations have not been questioned. This in effect 
serves to reinforce current social boundaries and reality 
which embrace the oppression. What actually has been 
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A 
changed in this case is behavior, in the form of discussion 
topics, while actual changes in a group's power dynamics may 
have been nullified and the status quo strengthened. 
Humor may also be used by an external change agent(s) 
to help establish relationships with various members of a 
group. This can be a particularly difficult and formidable 
process. For a change agent to be able to fluidly move in 
and out of a group's native humor requires a significant 
understanding of that group's culture. Inappropriate use of 
native humor can foster animosity and distrust, placing a 
barrier between the change agent and group members. In 
addition, change agents can be prejudiced by their own 
perceptions of humor, thus affecting their interactions 
within the group (La Fave, 1980). 
Finally, this adds further validates group development 
stage theory and the GDSA instrument. This study 
demonstrated that there were indeed discernable stages the 
groups went through. The functions humor served in those 
stages was directly related to what the literature on group 
development poses as the figural issues for groups in those 
stages. Since there was such a high association of humor 
functions across groups, and stages were found to be 
independent, this also seems to be strong evidence that the 
GDSA instrument does indeed measure group development 
stages. 
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Recommendations for Future Research 
The use of observers for coding behavior, combined with 
examination of transcripts, interviews, and journals worked 
well in this study to obtain initial data on the interplay 
of humor and group development. Statistical analysis of 
observer recordings revealed associations between behavioral 
categories that enabled further comparison and elaboration 
of patterns within the groups studied. Identification of 
similar patterns within all of the groups studied situates 
humor as a viable, and important area for further 
investigation by researchers concerned with group 
development, and more generally, group dynamics. 
The results of this study suggest future research on 
humor and group development should consider the following: 
1) Expand the size and diversity of the group sample 
used in this study. A similar study based on a larger 
number of groups would enhance the validity of quantitative 
and qualitative findings and comparisons. 
2) Include wider range of group types, i.e. therapy 
groups, work groups, growth groups, etc., and group 
settings. This study focused on problem solving groups. In 
addition, the laboratory nature of this study may have 
induced particular findings. Similar findings in more 
naturalistic settings would strengthen the results of this 
study. 
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In addition, the nature of these particular groups, 
being part of a class called "Humor and Creativity" probably 
sanctioned the use of humor. It would be interesting to 
examine the connection between humor and group development 
in groups that do not so overtly accept the use of humor. 
3) Focus data gathering methods more on participant 
perspectives, particularly in the area of behavior 
observation coding. This seems especially important since 
reactions to humor are so contextually driven. Further 
elucidation of the meaning particular incidents of humor 
have for group members would add a great deal to 
understanding the impact humor has on group development, and 
vice versa. Deciphering the interplay of individual 
perceptions as they are weaved into a collective whole will 
add much to our understanding of this dynamic. One 
particular method that seems to lend itself to this process 
is cognitive mapping, in which individual perceptions are 
charted and analyzed to ascertain the most influential 
factors within a web of interconnections (Bougon, 1983; 
Weick, 1979). 
In addition, participant involvement in ascertaining 
group development stage would lend itself to greater 
understanding of the connection of humor and group 
development from the perspective of group members. 
4) Further delineation of quantitative methods and 
behavioral categories could also be implemented to enhance 
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the findings of this study. Of particular interest would be 
finding ways to code behaviors on continuous scales so that 
correlations about the degree and direction of relationship 
between variables could be ascertained. 
5) Include ways to explore the use of humor in the 
termination stage of group development. The instrument used 
to measure group development precluded an examination of 
that stage. 
6) Establish ways to obtain greater numbers of Group 
Development Stage 1 measures. This has been an ongoing 
issue for the quantitative study of group development (D. 
Carew, personal communication, March 2, 1992). This is 
particularly important since the findings of this study 
indicate that early patterns of humor use tend to set a tone 
for the rest of the group experience. 
7) Conduct a longitudinal study of humor and group 
development. By conducting such a study, functional changes 
in the way groups use humor as they repeatedly cycle through 
the various stages of group development could be 
ascertained. This would be particularly useful if done with 
a variety of groups. In addition, the effects of specific 
interventions on the manner in which groups used humor could 
be ascertained, as some groups could be employed as control 
groups for the purpose of comparison. 
8) Expand the size and diversity of the population 
sample used in this study. Including a greater range of 
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age, race, socio-economic backgrounds, physical and 
cognitive abilities, sexual identities, ethnicities, 
geographic locations, etc. would insure a more 
representative sample and provide opportunities for further 
study of the relationship of personal and cultural 
characteristics on group development and humor. 
9) Redefine humor to include reactions other than 
laughter by two or more people. Clearly there are other 
ways in which people respond to humorous stimuli. In 
addition, finding ways to explore attempts at humor rather 
than reactions may further illuminate our knowledge about 
humor and group dynamics. 
Summary 
It has been shown that the groups in this study used 
humor in distinct ways depending on their developmental 
level. While this has been an exploratory study, the 
results were so significant that there appears to be some 
promise for greater generalizability. Future studies will 
determine the extent to which that is true. 
It is the hope of this researcher that this study will 
help bring the study of humor into "serious" consideration 
within the realm of group dynamics. By doing so, it is 
hoped that people's experiences in groups can be made even 
more productive and joyous. 
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APPENDIX A 
WRITTEN CONSENT FORM 
Dear Participant, 
My name is Tom Landis-Schiff and I am a doctoral 
candidate in the School of Education at the University of 
Massachusetts at Amherst. I am also the teacher of the 
course in which you are currently enrolled, EDUC4 392, Humor 
and Creativity. This course is part of the focus of my 
doctoral research and I am hoping you will agree to take 
part in it. I am interested in exploring group creative 
processes. This study has been designed so that the 
creative processes of participants in the course will be 
examined while at the same time allowing the participants 
the opportunity to learn about humor and creativity and to 
learn about their own creative processes. 
As a participant in this study, you are being asked to 
engage in a work group for approximately seven to eight 
weeks during the semester. During this process, you and 
approximately six to eight other people will create a self- 
defined project having to do with some aspect of creativity 
and/or humor. This project will be presented the about 
midway through the semester. 
The first five group meetings in which you will 
participate will be video taped. Some of the video tapes 
will be viewed by trained independent observers to 
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facilitate analysis. In addition, the video tapes will have 
the audio portions transcribed word for word by a 
transcriber. The rest of the group meetings will not be 
videotaped. 
On all transcripts, initials or a different name will 
be substituted for your own. A sheet which matches 
participant's name with the initial or different name, and 
all video and audio tapes will be kept in a locked location. 
The results of this study will be used in the writing 
of my dissertation. In addition to the dissertation, 
material obtained through this study may be used in journal 
articles, presentations to different groups, classroom 
instruction, and possibly a book. In any use of the 
material obtained through this study, I will make every 
effort to protect your confidentiality and anonymity. 
In signing this form, you are authorizing me to use the 
material obtained as described above. In addition, you are 
acknowledging that all documents, audio tapes, and video 
tapes will become my property. 
I, __ have read 
the above statement and agree to participate in this study 
under the conditions stated above. 
signature of the participant date 
signature of the researcher date 
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APPENDIX B 
HUMOR OBSERVATION FORM 
INCIDENT 
TARGET 
Self 
Other in Group 
Generalized Other 
Task 
Non-Directed 
Undetermined 
FUNCTION 
Unified/Integrated Group 
Disrupted Group Process 
Facilitated Group Process 
Created Conflict 
Avoided Conflict 
Worked Through Conflict 
Established Control 
Reinforced Control 
Weakened Control 
Facilitated Creativity 
Hindered Creativity 
other: 
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TARGET 
SELF 
Jokes, comments about self. Includes jokes about the 
group as a whole if self is included in that joke. 
Please mark with an asterick (*) if it is group as a 
whole. 
OTHER IN GROUP 
Specific person or people in the group are targeted by 
ones comments 
GENERALIZED OTHER 
Target is someone outside of the group 
TASK 
Target is the groups work; group process and/or task 
NON-DIRECTED 
No specific target or targeting an object rather than 
person(s) 
UNDETERMINED 
Unable to determine by viewing of video tape 
FUNCTION 
NOTE: It is possible an incident will serve more than 
one function. 
UNIFIED/INTEGRATED GROUP 
Expressed a group opinion; shared emotional response; 
expressed group consensus or agreement 
DISRUPTED GROUP PROCESS 
Changed the flow of interaction; changed focus before 
resolution of interaction or topic 
FACILITATED GROUP PROCESS 
Clarified group experience; kept focus on current 
interaction/content; showed support for other group 
members 
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CREATED CONFLICT 
Expressed ideas different from what had been currently 
agreed upon by the group; expressed aggression; 
expressed a perspective different and/or in opposition 
to what had just been expresses by another group 
member; brought out taboo subjects 
AVOIDED CONFLICT 
Changed the topic to avoid or dilute expression of 
strong emotion and/or disagreement; minimized 
differences of perspective or opinion 
WORKED THROUGH CONFLICT 
Helped synthesize two or more different views; allowed 
opposing or divergent parties to see each others' 
perspectives or opinion 
ESTABLISHED CONTROL 
Limited expression; Clarified acceptable behavior; 
identified expectations 
REINFORCED CONTROL 
Supported overt or covert expectations for group and/or 
individual behavior; confronted deviant behavior 
WEAKENED CONTROL 
Questioned norms/expectations; challenged decisions; 
challenged decision-making processes; challenged 
leadership 
FACILITATED CREATIVITY 
Produced new ideas related to group project; Helped 
create a safe emotional environment; supported other 
group members; 
HINDERED CREATIVITY 
Blocked new ideas; closed off discussion or current 
productive process; criticized individual or group 
ideas in formative phases 
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APPENDIX C 
GROUP DEVELOPMENT STAGE ANALYSIS 
Don Carew, Jesse Stoner, Eunice Parisi-Carew, Ken Blanchard 
Copyright ° Blanchard Training and Development, Inc. 1988 
Reproduced by permission. 
Directions: In each of the following seven categories, circle 
the one statement that best describes your group at the 
present time. Consider the behaviors of the group as a whole, 
rather than the individual behaviors of the members. 
PURPOSE 
A. Members seem confused or 
disagree about the purpose 
of the group and 
individual ' s 
responsibilities. There is 
a discrepancy between 
members' initial hopes and 
the reality of the situation 
in terms of what is workable 
and realistic. 
B. Because not all members 
have expressed their views, 
it is not clear if group 
members share a sense of 
common purpose. Members are 
more focused on "How do I 
fit in?" and "How will we 
work together?" Energy 
centers on defining goals, 
roles and tasks. 
C. A sense of shared purpose 
is emerging. Goals for the 
team and individual roles 
are becoming clear, and the 
group is beginning to 
develop methods for 
achieving them. 
D. Each member can describe 
and is committed to the 
purpose of the group. Goals 
and individual roles are 
clear and relevant to the 
overall purpose. There is a 
sense of interdependence, 
and strategies for achieving 
goals are clear. 
EMPOWERMENT 
A. Members feel cautiously 
optimistic about the ability 
of the group to solve 
problems and to achieve 
desired results. There is a 
growing sense of power as 
skills continue to deepen. 
The group is learning to 
work together and to help 
each other. 
B. There is low confidence 
in the team's ability to 
realize a shared vision. 
Members are frustrated with 
leadership, policies and 
practices. There is a sense 
of competition rather than 
collaboration among group 
members. 
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C. Members feel relatively 
enthusiastic about the 
future of the group but have 
not yet acquired all of the 
necessary knowledge and 
skills. Policies, 
procedures and practices are 
unclear. 
D. Members feel a collective 
sense of power and have 
acquired the necessary 
skills and resources. 
Policies, procedures and 
practices support the group 
objectives. There is a 
sense of mutual respect and 
willingness to help each 
other. 
RELATIONSHIPS & 
COMMUNICATION 
A. Group members are 
increasingly encouraging and 
supportive of one another. 
They tend to withhold 
negative feedback. Members 
are listening to one another 
more and more. 
B. Group members express 
themselves openly and 
honestly without fear of 
rejection. Members listen 
to each other and express 
warmth, understanding and 
acceptance. Differences of 
opinion and perspective are 
valued. 
C. Members often interrupt, 
withdraw or express negative 
reactions to leadership 
and/or to each other. 
Communication within the 
group is guarded or 
volatile, reflecting 
conflict and/or frustration. 
The group shows little 
evidence of listening and 
understanding. 
D. Members act politely and 
cautiously toward each, 
reflecting a lack of 
knowledge of one another. 
Members are often hesitant 
to express their opinions. 
FLEXIBILITY 
A. The group depends on the 
designated leader or formal 
structure for direction and 
approval. Members are 
cautious, formal and/or 
stilted in their 
contributions to the group. 
B. Frustration and tension 
in the group tends to limit 
the flexibility of members. 
Dissatisfaction is often 
expressed by "either/or" 
behavior: 
aggression/withdrawal, 
dependence/resistance. 
C. Members are beginning to 
share responsibility for 
group functioning by using 
the strengths of members. 
There is an emphasis on 
maintaining harmony and good 
working relationships. 
D. Members share 
responsibility for group 
leadership and flexibly 
fulfill various roles for 
task accomplishment and 
group operation. Members 
freely express opinions and 
feelings and are adaptable 
to changing demands. 
OPTIMAL PERFORMANCE 
A. The group shows evidence 
of moderate to high task 
accomplishment. Group 
members are fairly agreeable 
in solving problems and 
making decisions. 
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B. The group accomplishes 
work quickly and 
effectively. Members have 
highly developed problem¬ 
solving and decision-making 
skills and value each 
other's differences in 
opinion and perspective. 
C. The group shows little 
evidence of task 
accomplishment, the group's 
problem-solving and 
decision-making skills are 
undeveloped. 
D. The group shows some 
evidence of task 
accomplishment. Members 
struggle with problem¬ 
solving and decision-making. 
RECOGNITION & APPRECIATION 
A. The group looks to the 
designated leader for 
recognition and 
appreciation. Members look 
to the leader for approval, 
more than to other group 
members. 
B. There is a strong feeling 
of respect and appreciation 
among group members. 
Individual and group 
accomplishments are 
frequently recognized by 
group members, as well as by 
the group leader. 
C. Group members rarely give 
recognition or express 
appreciation for each other. 
They tend to criticize each 
other or focus on negative 
aspects. 
D. Group members 
increasingly express 
recognition and appreciation 
for one another, reflecting 
a developing sense of 
harmony and trust. This 
team spirit is somewhat 
tentative or fragile. 
MORALE 
A. Group members feel a 
sense of pride and 
excitement in being a part 
of the group. Their 
confidence is strong, and 
they are very satisfied with 
the work that is being 
accomplished. 
B. Group members feel a 
growing sense of group 
cohesion and confidence as 
they are learning to work 
together. Negative feelings 
are being replaced by 
positive ones. 
C. Group members feel a 
sense of expectancy and mild 
excitement, as well as some 
apprehension, as they 
anticipate working together. 
D. There are feelings of 
frustration, pessimism and 
dissatisfaction among group 
members. The group is 
fractured as members compete 
or psychologically drop out. 
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APPENDIX D 
GROUP DEVELOPMENT STAGE ANALYSIS TEST 
Please circle the letter of the best answer to each 
question. 
1. When a group begins to consistently use "team language", 
they are most likely in the _ stage. 
a) orientation b) dissatisfaction c) resolution 
4) production 
2. The dissatisfaction stage is characterized by 
a) low commitment, high competence 
b) high commitment, moderate competence 
c) high commitment, low competence 
d) low commitment, moderate competence 
3. Being uncertain about expectations and where one fits in 
is common in the _ stage. 
a) orientation b) dissatisfaction c) resolution 
d) production 
4. Purpose refers to 
a) goals, strategies, and roles of the group 
b) members' feelings 
c) quality and output 
d) things like dolphins 
5. A group in which members can express themselves openly 
and honestly probably has worked on issues of 
a) morale b) flexibility c) productivity 
d) relationships and communication 
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6. "Gosh I'm excited but I don't know what to do" is most 
indicative of 
a) orientation b) dissatisfaction c) resolution 
d) a first year UMass student 
7. A group that has a lot of shared responsibility probably 
has a strong sense of 
a) flexibility b) purpose c) empowerment 
d) appreciation 
8. George calls Betty a fool. Betty gets ready to haul 
off and belt George when Igor steps in to intervene. 
Betty inadvertently hits Igor. Igor gets pissed and 
threatens Betty. Sam jumps in to help Betty. Pretty 
soon all hell breaks loose and the group is involved in 
a total melee. Finally, Ginni gets everyone to stop 
being violent. The group begins to talk about what 
happened and how to avoid it in the future. 
This group is probably moving from 
a) orientation to dissatisfaction 
b) dissatisfaction to resolution 
c) resolution to dissatisfaction 
d) Detroit to Chicago 
9. "This test is stupid and I'm really pissed I decided to 
be an observer" is probably indicative of 
a) orientation b) dissatisfaction c) resolution 
d) anyone in their right mind 
10. When a group can work collaboratively and 
interdependently to effectively and efficiently make 
decisions, they are probably in the _ stage. 
a) orientation b) dissatisfaction c) resolution 
d) production 
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JOURNAL WRITING GUIDELINES 
The following is a list of suggestions for writing 
journal entries following class/group. These guidelines 
should help you make some sense of and reflect upon this 
experience. It is most useful to write in your journal on a 
regular basis. You should feel free to write any thoughts, 
feelings, perceptions, etc., that seem important to your 
process at any point during the semester, not just following 
class or group. 
1. Place the date and time at the beginning of each entry. 
2. Describe what happened in the class/group this week? 
3. Describe any significant event(s) that occurred. 
4. What are your thoughts, feelings, and other reactions? 
Include general perceptions of and reactions to the 
class/group. 
5. Discuss how this process is going for you. 
6. Discuss how you see the class/group interacting. 
7. What things about the class/group do you particularly 
like and/or dislike? 
8. Describe the most humorous things that occurred in 
class/group this week and why you thought they were 
funny. 
9. List three adjectives or metaphors that describe how the 
class/group is working together. 
10. Additional comments. 
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APPENDIX F 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
Personal reflections upon your creativity within the 
parameters of this class. 
What facilitated your creative process? 
What hindered it? 
Are there differences in the way you are able to be creative 
in a group compared to being creative on an individual 
basis? If so, what are these differences? 
What role do you see humor playing in your creative process, 
if any? 
From the video tapes you have been given: 
- How do you perceive the functions humor served for 
your group? 
- What differences do you perceive in the way the group 
worked together in each of the video clips? Was the 
humor different? Were there differences in the way you 
were creating? 
The analysis sheets must be handed in with your paper. 
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APPENDIX G 
CHI-SQUARE TEST ANALYSIS CALCULATIONS 
Targets of Humor 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Total 
0 E 0 E 0 E 0 E 
Self 3 10.4 6 6.6 3 3.3 19 10.7 31 
Other in group 28 22.9 4 14.4 11 7.3 25 23.4 68 
Gen/Other 5 7.4 5 4.7 8 2.4 4 7.6 22 
Task 2 19.5 20 12.3 3 6.2 33 20.0 58 
Non-Directed 56 33.7 24 21.1 5 10.6 15 34.4 100 
Total 94 59 30 96 279 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Total 
Self 5.26 0.05 0.03 6.44 11.78 
Other/group 1.14 7.51 1.88 0.11 10.64 
Gen/Other 0.78 0.02 13.07 1.71 15.58 
Task 15.71 4.82 1.65 8.45 30.63 
Non-Directed 14.76 0.40 3.11 10.94 29.21 
TOTAL 37.65 12.80 19.74 27.65 97.84 
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Targets of Humor and GDS 
GDS1 GDS2 GDS3 GDS4 Total 
0 E 0 E O E O E 
Self 0 1.1 8 9.0 8 6.4 15 14.4 31 
Other in group 2 2.4 12 19.7 13 14.1 41 31.7 68 
Gen/Other 3 0.8 6 6.4 6 4.6 7 10.3 22 
Task 2 2.1 15 16.8 5 12.1 36 27.0 58 
Non-Directed 3 3.6 40 29.0 26 20.8 31 46.6 100 
TOTAL 10 81 58 130 279 
GDS1 GDS 2 GDS 3 GDS4 Total 
Self 1.11 0.11 0.40 0.03 1.65 
Other/group 5.07 3.01 0.19 2.73 11.00 
Gen/Other 6.18 0.03 0.43 1.06 7.70 
Task 0.00 0.19 4.17 3.00 7.36 
Non-Directed 0.10 4.17 30.00 35.68 69.95 
TOTAL 12.46 7.51 35.19 42.50 97.66 
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Cohesion 
Group 
Group 1 Group 2 Group3 Group 4 Total 
0 E 0 E 0 E 0 E 
Unified group 25 20.9 14 13.9 6 7.9 19 21.3 64 
Disrupted 21 17.3 10 11.5 7 6.6 15 17.6 53 
Facilitated 46 51.9 35 34.4 24 19.7 56 53.0 159 
No Impact 3 4.9 4 3.2 1 1.9 7 5.2 15 
Total 95 63 36 97 291 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Total 
Unified group 0.80 0.00 0.46 0.25 1.51 
Disrupted 0.79 0.20 0.02 0.38 1.39 
Facilitated 0.67 0.01 0.94 0.17 1.79 
No Impact 0.74 0.20 0.43 0.80 2.17 
Total 3.00 0.41 1.85 1.60 6.86 
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Cohesion and Development 
GDS1 GDS2 GDS3 GDS4 Total 
0 E 0 E 0 E 0 E 
Unified group 5 2.3 21 19.0 11 13.8 22 30.6 66 
Disrupted 1 2.3 28 19.0 18 13.6 18 30.2 65 
Facilitated 4 5.4 33 45.6 29 32.7 90 72.4 156 
No Impact 0 0.4 3 3.2 3 2.3 5 5.1 11 
Total 10 85 61 135 291 
GDS 
GDS1 GDS2 GDS 3 GDS4 Total 
Unified/integrated group 3.17 0.15 0.57 2.42 6.31 
Disrupted group process 0.65 4.26 1.42 4.93 11.26 
Facilitated group process 0.36 3.48 0.42 4.28 8.54 
No Impact 0.40 0.13 0.21 0.00 0.74 
Total 4.58 8.02 2.62 11.63 26.85 
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Creativity 
Group 
Grouo 1 Grouo 2 Grouo3 Grouo 4 Total 
0 E 0 E 0 E 0 E 
Facilitated 56 53.8 33 35.7 23 20.4 53 55.0 165 
Hindered 15 13.4 9 8.9 4 5.1 13 16.7 41 
No Impact 24 27.8 21 18.4 9 10.5 31 28.3 85 
Total 95 63 36 97 291 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Total 
Facilitated 0.08 0.20 0.33 0.07 0.68 
Hindered 0.10 0.00 0.24 0.04 0.38 
No Impact 0.49 0.37 0.21 0.26 1.33 
Total 0.67 0.57 0.78 0.37 2.39 
214 
Creativity and Development 
Facilitated 
Hindered 
No Impact 
Total 
Facilitated 
Hindered 
No Impact 
Total 
Group Development Stage 
GDS1 GPS 2 GPS 3 GDS4 Total 
0 E 0 E 0 E 0 E 
6 5.6 49 47.9 36 34.4 73 76.1 164 
1 1.5 19 12.9 19 8.6 5 20.4 44 
3 2.9 17 24.2 6 17.4 57 38.5 83 
10 85 61 135 291 
Grouo Develooment Staae 
GDS1 GDS2 GDS3 GDS4 Total 
0.03 0.03 0.07 0.16 0.29 
0.17 2.88 10.44 11.63 25.12 
0.00 2.14 7.47 8.89 18.50 
0.20 5.05 17.98 20.68 43.91 
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